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Preface 


As Christians we must know what we believe and why. 
We live in a society pervaded by an arrogant irrever¬ 
ence and a misguided sentimentalism brought on, to a 
great extent, by the teaching of secular humanists. We 
must show our friends and neighbors that this godless 
view of life is influencing our culture, and then give 
them the truth as it is revealed in the Bible. 

This proud irreverence, which lies behind the cry for 
abortion-on-demand, mercy-killing, and genetic ma¬ 
nipulation, breeds an attitude toward life that destroys 
all regard for the sanctity of the home and marriage. 
This in turn is largely responsible for our society’s in¬ 
creasing problems with alcoholism and drug abuse, the 
growing numbers of psychologically impaired citizens, 
and the spiraling suicide rate. 

Misguided sentimentalism weeps over the execution 
of a murderer while saying little about the victim. It in¬ 
sists that the criminal needs treatment for his illness 
instead of punishment for his crime. It calls for unilat¬ 
eral disarmament on the part of the western nations 



to avoid the horrors of war, while ignoring the fact that 
millions have been butchered by communists. And it 
is emasculating our law enforcement agencies and 
weakening the moral fiber of our nation. 

If leaders in education, entertainment, and politics 
would be guided by the biblical teaching that we are re¬ 
sponsible moral agents created in the image of God, 
conditions in society would change radically. Fewer 
people would be alcoholics, drug addicts, suicides, or 
psychotics. The elderly would dare to go out in the 
streets by day without fear of mugging, and they could 
sleep soundly at night without being afraid of a break- 
in. A prevailing attitude honoring the sanctity of life 
would make this a safer world. 

This book has been written with the conviction that 
the Bible is God’s Word, and that it speaks authorita¬ 
tively to every age. Therefore you will find in it the 
biblical principles that apply to matters of life and 
death, such as abortion, suicide, euthanasia, capital 
punishment, and human engineering. I pray that God 
will use it to instruct and edify Christians and to cor¬ 
rect the thinking of many who have been unduly in¬ 
fluenced by the godless philosophy that permeates our 
secular world. 


Herbert Vander Lugt 



I. 

Suicide: 
Inalienable Right? 

A retired professor and his wife, both in their early 
seventies, had lived in the same house in a quiet section 
of a small town for more than 20 years. They had 
always been friendly with their neighbors, and they 
never left on vacation without letting the folks next 
door know about it. Therefore, when the neighbors saw 
no sign of activity around the house of the older couple, 
they became concerned. They rang the doorbell but no 
one responded. They tried the door; it was unlocked, so 
they walked in. They found a note written by the hus¬ 
band saying that their bodies would be found in the 
bedroom, and that they were taking an overdose of 
medication because they had agreed to die in dignity. A 
copy of their will, including the name of the admin¬ 
istrator of their estate, was lying on the table. Later it 
was learned that the wife had recently been scheduled 
to go to the hospital for serious cancer surgery. 

Some people applaud this double suicide. They say it 
was a sensible, perhaps even praiseworthy, deed. In so 


7 



doing, they are expressing their agreement with the an¬ 
cient Greek stoics who said, “When the room is smoky, 
quit it.” In other words, why keep on living when life’s 
pains are greater than its pleasures? One prominent 
writer has gone so far as to suggest that society should 
agree upon an age level—maybe 60—at which every 
person would go into a hospital. There in beautiful sur¬ 
roundings he or she would receive a medication that 
would bring a quick, painless death. And many sociolo¬ 
gists are arguing that suicide is an inalienable personal 
right. 

Of course, most people consider the self-inflicted 
death of a younger person to be a tragedy. They say 
that he is cheating both himself and his loved ones. Not 
only has he failed to experience many of life’s joys, he is 
also bringing unutterable grief, gnawing remorse, and 
enormous feelings of guilt to his loved ones and friends. 
But those people refuse to look upon his suicide as sin, 
as an act that is always wrong. And they add that in 
some circumstances a person who takes his own life is 
actually doing himself and his family a favor. 

As a Christian who believes the Bible, I cannot 
accept this view of suicide. I am convinced that it is 
self-murder and is therefore a serious sin. On the basis 
of Genesis 1:26,27 and 9:6, all murder—including sui¬ 
cide—must be viewed as striking at the very image of 
God. Man cannot look upon himself as a mere animal, 
but as the image-bearer of the Almighty. Therefore, 
I firmly believe that God alone has the right to deter¬ 
mine the day of my death and the means by which it 
will take place. 

The writers of the Bible didn’t discuss suicide as 
such. However, the Scriptures tell us of at least five 
men who did take their own lives: Samson (Judges 
16:30), Ahithophel (2 Samuel 17:23), King Saul (1 
Samuel 31:4,5), King Zimri (1 Kings 16:8-18), and 
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Judas Iscariot (Matthew 27:3-5). Samson’s suicide 
was a little different from the others, because his main 
purpose in pulling the temple down upon himself was 
undoubtedly the destruction of a large company of 
wicked, God-hating people. 

Although suicide is sin, and is never morally right, 
the story of Samson shows that it is not the unpardona¬ 
ble sin. It is not a sure ticket to hell. If it were, Samson 
would not have been listed among the heroes of the 
faith in Hebrews 11. Besides, after a long and godly life, 
some people for one reason or another do commit sui¬ 
cide. To say that they are lost is to misapply the biblical 
teaching about salvation. This point will be developed 
more fully later. But let me assure you that we can 
offer real comfort to the relatives of Christians who 
have taken their own lives. 

In this chapter, I intend to discuss suicide frankly by 
giving direct answers to six basic questions. (1) What 
kind of people commit suicide? (2) What causes them 
to do so? (3) What clues indicate that a person is con¬ 
templating suicide? (4) How can we help a person who 
is bent on self-destruction? (5) What should we say to 
someone who announces that he intends to take his 
life? (6) How do we comfort the loved ones and friends 
of people who commit suicide ? 

POTENTIAL SUICIDES 

The simple answer to the first question is, “All kinds of 
people.” No age bracket or occupational group is 
exempt. Sometimes children take their lives before 
they reach their teens, as well as some men and women 
in extreme old age. Furthermore, suicide is committed 
by students, housewives, secretaries, factory workers, 
executives, teachers, medical doctors, dentists, law¬ 
yers, law officers, politicians, movie stars, authors, and 
college professors. 
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The number of suicides reported annually in the 
United States is about 30,000, and researchers tell us 
that another 75,000 actually take their own lives, but 
their deaths are recorded as accidental. In addition, for 
every person who succeeds in killing himself, nine 
others try but fail. This means that in the United 
States about a million people made an effort to kill 
themselves last year! 

The fact that people of every age group and occupa¬ 
tion are found among suicide victims must not be taken 
as an indication that all are equally prone to it. The 
highest percentage occurs among people of college age. 
Beyond this, the majority of women who commit sui¬ 
cide are between the ages of 35 and 54, and they usually 
resort to taking an overdose of drugs or ingesting 
poison. The majority of older men who take their own 
lives are between 50 and 59. They usually accomplish it 
by hanging or shooting themselves, or by jumping to 
their death. 

Furthermore, the suicide rate is higher among the 
very poor and very rich than in the middle class. Den¬ 
tists and doctors take their own lives at a rate about 
seven times higher than that of the general population. 
With lawyers, it is about five times higher. Now that 
more females are competing with men in the business 
and professional world, the percentage of women sui¬ 
cides is on the increase. 

THE CAUSES 

Drawing upon my own counseling experience and the 
writings of others, I have come to the conclusion that a 
person may turn toward self-destruction when (1) he 
perceives himself as personally inadequate or as a total 
failure, (2) he feels that his life is empty and without 
significance, or (3) he views the future as hopeless. 

A Sense of Personal Inadequacy. One of the factors 
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that leads many people to commit suicide is a feeling of 
total failure. They cannot cope with the present and see 
themselves as inadequate to face the future. The per¬ 
ception of self as inferior and incompetent is often ex¬ 
perienced by younger folks, while seeing one’s self as 
having been totally unsuccessful generally takes root 
in people after they have reached their middle or later 
years. 

Many young people today are hooked on drugs or al¬ 
cohol, or become ensnared by immoral practices. They 
just can’t see how they could ever make it in the real 
world. They know they can’t continue living on the 
money available to them, so they express their frustra¬ 
tion by throwing all caution to the wind, living reck¬ 
lessly, and participating in gross immorality. Yet all 
the time their inability to cope with life eats away at 
them. They finally decide it isn’t worth the struggle 
and they kill themselves. 

This same sense of personal inadequacy grips many 
alcoholics. Although at times they sincerely desire 
deliverance from bondage to drink, they keep falling 
back into their old ways. Some of them finally conclude 
that they are fighting a losing battle and they will 
never be of use to anyone. So they commit suicide. 

Among older people, the sense of incompetence is 
stated like this: “I have been a complete, dismal fail¬ 
ure.” This was the main factor in the suicide of a 
woman with whom I recently talked. She asked me one 
day, “Mr. Vander Lugt, do people who commit suicide 
go to hell?” I hesitated and gave her a rather vague 
answer. I wondered why she was asking me this ques¬ 
tion. Was she inquiring because a loved one had taken 
his own life? Or was she contemplating it herself? 

It soon became clear that she was considering sui¬ 
cide. I warned her that it would be self-murder, and 
that God judges it as a serious sin. But I could not say 
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that suicide cancels out a person’s salvation. So she 
said, “Thank you. That settles it. I would really rather 
go to heaven than continue living. Jesus may confront 
me with my sin at the judgment seat, but I’m sure He’ll 
understand. I’m going to take my life.” But she agreed 
to talk with me further. 

I had four lengthy counseling and prayer sessions 
with this unhappy woman. She was intelligent and 
articulate. She belonged to a good Bible-preaching 
church, but she had a sad story to tell. Her husband had 
been repeatedly unfaithful to her. A son had divorced 
his wife and was living wickedly. A married daughter 
was having an affair and seemed bent upon getting a 
divorce. Because of her feelings of failure and shame, 
this woman had begun to isolate herself from her 
friends—the very people who could have helped her. 
She unburdened her heart to me each time I saw her, 
and she always seemed to be in a much better frame of 
mind when she left. After our fourth meeting I didn’t 
hear from her again, so I assumed she was doing better. 
A few months later, however, I was told that she had 
been in the intensive care section of a local hospital for 
taking an overdose of drugs. She had recovered and re¬ 
turned to her home. She still didn’t call me. Perhaps 
I should have taken the initiative and visited her, but 
I didn’t. About 2 weeks later she tried again—and this 
time she succeeded. 

I felt some guilt when the news reached me. I’m not 
sure, however, that I could have talked her out of 
taking her own life. An overwhelming sense of personal 
inadequacy and failure had driven her to it. Although 
I am comforted with the assurance that this woman is 
now in heaven, she nevertheless sinned when she took 
that overdose. 

A Sense of Emptiness. Another contributing factor 
in many suicides is a feeling that life has no meaning. 
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These people see all their human accomplishments as 
an exercise in futility. The concept that nothing is 
worthwhile gradually becomes an obsession, pushing 
them to the brink. They are repeating the experience 
expressed by the author of Ecclesiastes when he wrote, 
“Meaningless! Meaningless! . . . Everything is mean¬ 
ingless” (E cclesiastes 1:2 NIV). 

These feelings have led many wealthy and famous 
people to end their own lives. During the years that 
they were pushing for riches and honor, they had a sig¬ 
nificant goal. For a time they found enjoyment in re¬ 
ceiving the plaudits of their fellows and doing the 
things rich people can do. After several divorces and 
many years of sensual living, however, they became 
satiated and jaded. They could find no more pleasure. 
Nothing had meaning anymore. Suicide became the 
most attractive option that life had to offer. Many 
famous movie stars, successful authors, and heirs of 
vast fortunes have been through this cycle and ter¬ 
minated their lives. 

Among medical doctors this feeling of purposeless¬ 
ness and emptiness seems to be related to their work. 
As the years hurry by, they begin to feel more and more 
that all they are doing is postponing death a little 
while. This thought was expressed recently by a promi¬ 
nent surgeon in a television interview. Though I don’t 
remember his name or the program, I recall vividly 
what he said. He declared that he had entered his pro¬ 
fession with great enthusiasm and noble ideals, sin¬ 
cerely wanting to serve his fellowman. But he didn’t 
find the satisfaction he had expected. He would per¬ 
form complicated surgery on a patient, only to have 
him die shortly thereafter from another ailment. He 
found himself thinking more about a weekend of skiing 
than his work. He realized that even his most success¬ 
ful surgeries postponed the inevitable only a few years. 
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And in many instances his patients went through the 
suffering of an operation without receiving much 
benefit. Though this physician suppressed his feelings 
through outside activities, the same sense of meaning¬ 
lessness has driven many doctors to suicide. 

A Sense of Hopelessness. A third contributing factor 
in many suicides is despair. When a person who feels 
isolated and alone looks forward, he sees only darkness. 
He doesn’t know where to turn for help. Suicides re¬ 
sulting from this cause are most common among 
minority groups, the very poor, and non-Christians 
with terminal illnesses. 

I have observed that the three causes of suicide —a 
sense of personal inadequacy, the perception of life as 
meaningless, and feelings of hopelessness—are all 
present to some degree in people who become so de¬ 
pressed that they entertain thoughts of suicide. 

WARNING SIGNS 

Since we can’t help a potential suicide unless we know 
what’s on his mind, it’s important that we recognize 
the telltale signs of a person who is on the path toward 
self-destruction. Many have the mistaken idea that a 
person who takes his own life does so on a sudden im¬ 
pulse. Careful research has shown, however, that most 
people who seriously attempt suicide have given the 
matter a great deal of thought. In actuality, they never 
really want to die. As they alternate between their fear 
of death and their weariness of life, they find neither 
attractive. They go through an intense mental strug¬ 
gle, and they show it in their actions and words. 

If you are married and your partner seems strangely 
sad and withdrawn, doesn’t sleep w r ell, has little appe¬ 
tite for food, and loses all interest in life, you ought to 
become concerned. If a member of your family says 
something like, “Everybody would be better off if I 
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were dead,” perhaps he’s thinking about suicide. If he 
is agitated, he’s probably still in the early stages of con¬ 
templation. But if he appears tranquil, he may already 
have arrived at the decision to go ahead with it. Don’t 
let his calm exterior fool you. It may be a sign that he’s 
planning to carry out his intention very soon. 

A large percentage of the people who commit suicide 
are unmarried, separated, divorced, or widowed. Quite 
a few live alone, but they usually have contact with 
others on a social level or at work. If someone with 
whom you associate in one way or another seems to be 
preoccupied with talk about death, suddenly becomes 
unduly concerned with insurance papers, mentions 
updating his will, and starts giving away family 
heirlooms and prized possessions, you ought to think 
about the possibility that he’s contemplating suicide. If 
a fellow employee suddenly loses interest in his job, no 
longer discusses his hobbies or other interests, and 
tends to withdraw more than before, he may need your 
help. It goes without saying that you should be con¬ 
cerned when a loved one or friend purchases a gun, 
some rope, poison, or a large supply of sleeping tablets. 

We tend to think that the people we know well are 
not likely to commit suicide. As a result, we may over¬ 
look the danger signals until it is too late. Don’t assume 
that it can’t happen in your family or among your 
friends. Be aware of the clues. Be strong enough to take 
action when you detect them in the behavior of a loved 
one or friend. 

PREVENTING SUICIDE 

After detecting a potential suicide, we need to dissuade 
him from carrying out his intentions. The following 
steps will help: (1) manifest personal interest, (2) exer¬ 
cise patience, (3) impart hope, and (4) seek the assis¬ 
tance of a trained Christian counselor. 
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Manifest Personal Interest. Perhaps the most impor¬ 
tant thing you can do for a potential suicide is to show 
that you care about him. When you take an interest in 
an individual, you give him a tremendous boost. Many 
people justifiably complain that nobody cares about 
them. They feel isolated—even while they are living 
with their mate! If you see some of the signs that a 
person is considering suicide, get involved with him in 
heart-to-heart talks. Be open about your own feelings. 
This will encourage your loved one or friend to be 
honest about his. Conversation with someone who 
cares is a wonderful release for emotional tension. 

We ought to encourage depressed people to attend 
church. We ought to enlist a group of faithful Chris¬ 
tians to pray for and call upon the troubled individual. 
Most people will give up thoughts of suicide when they 
feel loved and wanted. 

Exercise Patience. The second important step in help¬ 
ing the potential suicide is to be patient with him. De¬ 
pressed people often seem to come out of their mood for 
a while, only to drop back into it again and again. When 
this happens, don’t give up in dismay. Continue to be 
loving, kind, helpful, and understanding. Don’t show 
impatience. You may be the one person above all others 
to whom this troubled one is looking for emotional sup¬ 
port and encouragement. 

Maintain Hopefulness. Another factor in helping a 
person on the verge of committing suicide is that of im¬ 
parting a feeling of hope. This will give him a reason 
for living. Emphasize that everyone in the world is im¬ 
portant to God. Remind your depressed friend or loved 
one that God has a special place for him to fill. If the in¬ 
dividual repeatedly refers to all the evil in the world, 
agree with him that society is wicked and that human 
beings are depraved. Then point out some of the good 
things in life. Remind him that conditions would be far 
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worse if it weren’t for a host of dedicated and unselfish 
people. And insist that each of us can exert an uplifting 
influence for God and good in this wicked world. A posi¬ 
tive and hopeful approach will create an atmosphere 
that may change the potential suicide’s perception of 
life. 

Get Help from Trained Counselors. If you can, refer 
your friend or loved one to a trained Christian coun¬ 
selor. It may be that your pastor is capable in this area. 
In any case, talk to him about the situation and ask 
him what you should do. He might suggest a Christian 
psychologist or psychiatrist with whom he is personally 
acquainted. This professional man is likely to keep in 
touch with the pastor, who in turn can maintain a good 
relationship with the patient. In addition, the minister 
of the gospel can give emotional and spiritual support 
to the potential suicide as he works through the prob¬ 
lems that brought him into despair. 

HOW TO HANDLE A CRISIS 
Since an individual contemplating taking his own life 
often makes one last telephone call to announce his in¬ 
tentions to someone, you ought to be prepared. The 
potential victim is likely to talk about his decision in a 
calm, matter-of-fact way. Remember, however, he still 
has ambivalent feelings about killing himself. That’s 
why he’s calling you. He harbors the hope that maybe 
you can give him a reason to stay alive. 

If you get such a call, don’t lose control. Getting excit¬ 
ed, crying, or pleading with him may make him panic. 
Therefore, ask the Lord to help you stay calm. Listen to 
what he has to say. Agree that he has good reason to be 
discouraged. Assure him that you understand how he 
feels. The expression of concern is likely to keep him 
talking. 

After you have conversed awhile, ask him a few care- 
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fully chosen questions. “Have you thought of any alter¬ 
native solutions to your problem?” If he says he has, 
request that he explain the option which sounded most 
attractive to him. As he tells you about it, try to make it 
look more attractive than ever. If you can keep him 
talking for 15 minutes or more, you will probably suc¬ 
ceed in getting him to postpone the act. Maybe you can 
even give him a glimmer of hope about his future. If 
you follow his telephone call with a great deal of per¬ 
sonal interest, you may start him on the road to a full 
life again. 

COMFORTING THE SURVIVORS 

Finally, the loved ones of somebody who has committed 
suicide may need help, and you can give it. Primarily, 
they need consolation! In addition to the sorrow that 
always accompanies the death of a family member, 
they are likely to feel some guilt and remorse. They 
wonder if they failed this one who was so close to them. 
They berate themselves for not seeing the warning 
signs. When a father or mother commits suicide, the 
children often wonder how Dad or Mom could do this 
cruel thing to the family. Or they may even feel 
responsible. Furthermore, a sense of shame often leads 
the surviving loved ones to estrange themselves from 
relatives and friends. 

If the person who took his own life was not a 
Christian, you can’t offer much comfort about his 
future in eternity. In this respect, you face the same 
problem a minister faces when he tries to console the 
loved one 3 of an unsaved person who dies. About all you 
can do is remind the survivors that God knows all the 
factors that shaped the person who entered eternity, 
and that He will judge with perfect justice. You can 
only commit this dear one into the hands of the One 
true and living God, the One in whom holiness and love 
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are perfectly balanced. Then you should do what you 
can to ease the survivor’s feelings of guilt and shame. 

If the person who took his own life was a Christian, 
you can convey the truth that suicide is not the unpar¬ 
donable sin, and that it doesn’t change the status of one 
who kills himself. Explain the promise of Romans 5:1, 
“Therefore, being justified by faith, we have peace 
with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” The term 
“justified” means that God declares righteous all who 
put their trust in Jesus Christ, and He accepts them as 
members of His family. Our justification is based upon 
the sacrifice of the Lord Jesus, and therefore nothing, 
not even suicide, can cancel it. 

You can also point out that in salvation we are taken 
out of Satan’s kingdom of darkness and placed forever 
into God’s kingdom of light. We are set free from the 
condemnation of Adam’s sin because we have been 
redeemed by the sacrifice of Christ. Consequently, we 
can rejoice in the words of Paul, “Therefore, if any man 
be in Christ, he is a new creation; old things are passed 
away; behold, all things are become new” (2 Corin¬ 
thians 5:17). Then too, the eighth chapter of Romans, 
which extols our glorious privileges in Christ, closes 
with the assurance that nothing can separate us from 
the love of God—not even suicide! 

You can also comfort the family by talking frankly 
about the matter of taking one’s own life. Don’t gloss 
over it as if it were not a sin. Point out that according to 
Matthew 23:39 we must love our neighbors as our¬ 
selves. Then explain that the person who committed 
suicide failed to show proper love to himself by taking 
his own life. But then remind your listener that God’s 
grace is adequate to forgive even this sin. 

It may also be wise to point out that Christians are 
subjected to the same pressures as others in our society, 
and that they have the same emotional and phys- 
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ical limitations. But we cannot say that the person who 
killed himself is not accountable for his deed. As men¬ 
tioned earlier, few suicides are committed on the spur 
of the moment. Yet the fact remains that the person 
who kills himself goes against one of the strongest of 
all human instincts: self-preservation. At the very 
least, the individual who committed suicide had a dis¬ 
torted sense of right and wrong. However, the Christian 
who died is now with the Lord. Furthermore, he won’t 
be punished, because Jesus paid the penalty for all our 
sins on the cross. 

You should also do all you can to ease the survivors’ 
feelings of guilt or remorse. If they tell of ways in 
which they were inconsiderate, let them know that 
everyone is inconsiderate at times. Assure them that 
God understands and forgives. Also point out that 
probably nothing could have kept their loved one from 
taking the course he did. 

To summarize, suicide is self-murder. It’s a serious 
transgression of God’s law, and it is never justified. It 
violates the biblical teaching about the sanctity of 
human life. If a Christian is walking in daily fellowship 
with the Lord Jesus, he is not likely to take his own life. 
But when believers drift away from the Lord, circum¬ 
stances can so depress them that they see suicide as 
the only way out. Even so, their act of despair didn’t 
cancel their salvation. 

Finally, we should do all we can to prevent someone 
from taking his own life. The biblical view of human 
life makes it mandatory for us to reject suicide. It is not 
an inalienable personal right! 
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Abortion: 
Womans Choice? 


“I have a right over my own body.” That’s the slogan of 
the women who are campaigning for abortion-on- 
demand. But they are encountering stiff resistance 
from pro-life groups. Emotions run high on both sides 
of the issue. The advocates of abortion-on-demand 
accuse their adversaries of being heartless toward the 
poor, and they insist that unwanted babies come into 
the world with two strikes against them. The pro-lifers 
counter by citing awesome statistics about the number 
of unborn babies that are aborted every year, and by 
showing pictures of dead fetuses with all the features 
of tiny humans. They do this to support their claim that 
abortionists show a wanton disregard for human life. 

The statistics are startling. About 40 million abor¬ 
tions are performed worldwide every year, one million 
in the United States alone. Some of the procedures used 
to terminate pregnancies do indeed appear to be callous 
and inhuman. When doctors abort a fetus beyond 14 
weeks in development, they often insert a long needle 
through the uterine wall, withdraw the embryonic 



fluid, and replace it with a saline or chemical solution. 
This kills the baby and brings the woman into labor. 
Sometimes surgeons perform a caesarean section, 
remove the live baby, and let it die by sheer neglect. 
They may suffocate it in a plastic bag or drown it in for¬ 
maldehyde. Dr. C. Everett Koop, the highly regarded 
pediatric surgeon who has received special recognition 
from President Ronald Reagan, declared in an article 
in His magazine (February 1979) that “the deliberate 
killing by active and passive means of a child who has 
been born is an all too common procedure.” 

Believers in Christ cannot help but be appalled at 
these practices. Because they view human life as 
sacred, they cannot think lightly of killing babies, born 
or unborn. Furthermore, they are disturbed by the logi¬ 
cal applications of a philosophy that condones abortion. 
If we have the right to kill unborn babies, can’t we 
also destroy infants who develop imperfections after 
birth? And what about giving people who are severely 
handicapped after a stroke or accident a shot that will 
put them to sleep permanently? My question is, where 
is this easygoing attitude toward the sanctity of 
human life going to lead us? 

In this chapter, I will set forth three biblical princi¬ 
ples that must be considered if we are to take an intelli¬ 
gent stand on the abortion issue. (1) Rights always 
have limitations. (2) All human life is sacred. (3) God’s 
forgiveness covers every sin. My desire is that these 
truths will be presented in love, and that they will be 
the means in the Lord’s hand of guiding many into the 
path of righteousness. 

RIGHTS HAVE LIMITATIONS 

The first biblical principle to be applied in considering 
abortion is that rights have limitations. This contradicts 
the slogan that every woman has a right to choose abor- 
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tion because, “After all, it is my own body.” Yet the 
Scriptures and human reason combine to teach us that 
nobody has an absolute right over his or her body. 

The Teaching of the Bible. The Scriptures clearly set 
forth the principle that our bodies belong to God, and 
that we are not to use them for immoral or inhumane 
purposes. The apostle Paul, writing under inspiration, 
appealed to believers in Rome as follows: 

I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of 
God, that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, 
holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable 
service (Romans 12:1). 

Then too, fornication, adultery, and every other form of 
sexual immorality is forbidden because our bodies are 
the temples of the Holy Spirit. The Bible says, 

What? Know ye not that your body is the temple of 
the Holy Spirit who is in you, whom ye have of God, 
and ye are not your own ? 

For ye are bought with a price; therefore, glorify 
God in your body and in your spirit, which are God’s 
(1 Corinthians 6:19,20). 

Though these words were addressed to believers, the 
underlying moral principle applies to all mankind. 
Sexual immorality is always sinful in the sight of 
God—no matter who commits it. The writer of Hebrews 
declared a truth with a universal application when he 
wrote, “Marriage is honorable in all, and the bed unde¬ 
filed, but fornicators and adulterers God will judge” 
(Hebrews 13:4). By the very fact that He condemned 
sexual immorality, God placed a limit upon our right 
over our bodies. 

The marriage relationship, as dictated by God’s 
Word, also restricts our personal rights. Read carefully 
this admonition to husbands and wives: 

Let the husband render unto the wife her due; and 
likewise also, the wife unto the husband. 
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The wife hath not power of her own body, but the 
husband; and likewise also the husband hath not 
power of his own body, but the wife (1 Corinthians 
7:3,4). 

Both parties in a marriage are instructed to be sensi¬ 
tive to the sexual needs of the other. Neither has the 
right to do as he pleases. 

The Conclusion of Logic. When we turn from the 
Scriptures to our reasoning powers, we find the biblical 
position on abortion confirmed. Consider, for example, 
these two simple questions: (1) Does a man have the 
right to use his body to violate little girls? (2) Does a 
woman have a right to use her charm to seduce young 
boys? No one in his right mind would answer these 
questions with an unequivocal yes. 

Decent people everywhere agree that a person’s 
right over his own body ends when it conflicts with the 
rights and welfare of others. Yet isn’t this exactly what 
a woman does when she obtains an abortion? The devel¬ 
oping embryo is not part of her body. It is a distinct life 
from the very moment of conception. Though it is nour¬ 
ished by the mother’s blood, it manufactures its own 
red and white blood cells. It has its own heartbeat and 
brainwaves. And it is a distinct entity. The pregnant 
woman who takes drugs designed to bring on a miscar¬ 
riage, therefore, causes the death of a tiny human 
being. If she gets an abortion, she kills a separate and 
distinct life that was developing within her body. 

In summary, the claim “I have a right over my own 
body” is not a valid justification for abortion. The Bible 
contradicts this bold assertion by showing us that we 
belong to God. We must obey His moral laws and in¬ 
structions. The exercise of basic logic underscores the 
truth of the Bible and gives us a strong basis for reject¬ 
ing the thinking behind the slogans of the abortionists. 
The right of a woman to have control over her own body 
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doesn’t extend to the fetus because it is not a part of her 
body. 

ALL HUMAN LIFE IS SACRED 
The second biblical principle we must keep in mind 
when thinking about abortion is that all human life is 
sacred. The Scriptures teach that man is the image- 
bearer of God, not a mere animal. He is a free and re¬ 
sponsible moral agent with an eternal destiny. Since 
we hold that the developing embryo is human life, it 
must be treated with the same respect accorded a 
living person. To understand the teaching of the Bible 
on this subject, we must come to grips with two distinct 
concerns: (1) the theological problem, and (2) our 
practical response to the sacredness of all human life. 

The theological problem confronting us is this: “Just 
when does the human embryo become a being with an 
eternal destiny?” Some answer, “At the moment of con¬ 
ception.” Others say, “When the blastocyst becomes 
fastened to the wall of the uterus.” Still others respond, 
“At some unrevealed time during the intra-uterine 
period of development.” And some will say, “When the 
infant draws its first breath.” 

The theologians who believe that the eternal dimen¬ 
sion of man (which we call “spirit”) is present at the 
moment of conception are called traducianists. They 
contend that the nonmaterial part of man, as well as 
the body, is derived from the parents. In support of 
their position, they point out that Genesis 2:7 portrays 
God breathing into the first man “the breath of life,” 
and that Genesis 5:3 tells us that Adam passed on this 
unique endowment to his offspring. “And Adam lived 
an hundred and thirty years, and begot a son in his own 
likeness, after his image.” Then too, scientists univer¬ 
sally agree that the genetic factor includes psychologi¬ 
cal as well as physical traits. 
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Creationists, on the other hand, believe that God cre¬ 
ates and imparts the eternal spirit at some time before 
birth, or at the moment the infant draws its first 
breath. The vast majority of these theologians don’t 
think we can pinpoint the exact time the Lord does this. 
Some believe it occurs when the blastocyst attaches 
itself to the wall of the uterus and begins taking nour¬ 
ishment from the mother. A few argue that the baby 
becomes a full person when it draws its first breath, 
calling attention to the fact that the same Hebrew 
word is used for “breath” and “spirit.” They also point 
out that Adam began to live only after God had 
breathed into him “the breath of life” (Genesis 2:7). 
But most scholars view this as meager evidence upon 
which to build such an important doctrine. 

I believe we have more biblical ground for creation¬ 
ism than for traducianism. Isaiah 42:5 declares that 
God gives “spirit to them that walk.” In Hebrews 12:9 
He is called “the Father of spirits.” Zechariah 12:1 says 
that God “formeth the spirit of man within him.” Al¬ 
though these Bible verses do not present an overwhelm¬ 
ing case for creationism, they do have value. 

Moreover, creationism does circumvent a knotty 
problem. A large percentage of beginnings of life in the 
Fallopian tube (estimates by medical people place this 
at between 25 and 40 percent) never attach themselves 
to the wall of the uterus. As a result, these tiny bits 
of protoplasm are simply flushed away. If the tradu- 
cianist is right in his belief that the eternal spirit is 
present at the moment of conception, then each of 
these microscopic beginnings of life involuntarily 
aborted will be a person in the world to come. In fact, 
they would make up the largest percentage of heaven’s 
inhabitants. 

It seems to me that one who takes the traducian posi¬ 
tion might justify abortion by saying that it ensures 
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the eternal happiness of the one whose life has begun. 
The individual will enter eternal bliss without going 
through the testings and trials and uncertainties of life 
on the earth. One of my former parishioners was visibly 
upset when a young woman in the church, after having 
had repeated involuntary abortions over a period of 
several years, underwent surgery to prevent further 
pregnancies. He said, “She should have continued as 
before, because each little glob represents another 
person in heaven.” I thoroughly disagreed with this 
man’s conclusion! A traducianist, however, would have 
to accept his argument. 

I believe that at a time unknown to us God imparts 
the spirit to the developing embryo. Although that 
spirit was created perfect, it becomes sinful immediate¬ 
ly upon its contact with inherited pollution and guilt. 
As a result, the baby is born a little sinner in need of 
God’s salvation. 

The Practical Response. The fact that I don’t know 
when God imparts the eternal spirit to the developing 
embryo gives me good reason to consider the small life 
as human from the moment it attaches itself to the 
wall of the uterus. I don’t need to see pictures of dead 
fetuses to convince me of this. The Bible clearly 
teaches that God is at work in every phase of the devel¬ 
opment within the womb. (See Job 31:15; Psalm 
139:13-16; Isaiah 44:24; Jeremiah 1:5; and Luke 
1:26-56.) We need to keep in mind the truth, therefore, 
that the life in the uterus is the beginning of a human 
person. 

When we apply this truth, it has serious ramifica¬ 
tions for practices currently being used in today’s socie¬ 
ty. For one thing, I believe it means that we must reject 
the abortion-on-demand position. On the same basis, 
I am unalterably opposed to the use of abortion (1) to 
prevent the birth of an unwanted child, (2) to pre- 
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vent the birth of defective babies, or (3) as a birth con¬ 
trol device. Let me explain each of them more fully. 

The unwanted child. Pro-abortionists try to justify 
their position by tearfully speaking about poor unwant¬ 
ed children brought into the world through uninten¬ 
tional pregnancies. They sound so righteous when they 
say, “Every child who comes into the world should be 
wanted by his parents.” Although the pro-abortionists 
are not completely wrong in everything they suggest 
on this score, they overlook the matter of human re¬ 
sponsibility and the fact that God has built a strong 
maternal instinct into women. 

A baby procreated by two people who voluntarily 
engage in intercourse should not be called “unwanted.” 
The man and woman chose to have a sexual relation¬ 
ship, arid they were no doubt aware of the possibility 
that a pregnancy might occur. True, the chances are 
minimal when adequate birth control methods are 
used, but no method is 100-percent safe. The man and 
woman should not have had intercourse if they were 
not prepared for the eventuality of birth. 

Then too, if a woman allows her normal and natural 
maternal instincts to take control of her mind and feel¬ 
ings during the time of pregnancy, she will begin grad¬ 
ually to want the baby forming inside her body. Before 
modern birth control techniques were available, many 
married women were not happy every time they 
learned they were going to have another baby. The 
prospect of adding another child to an already large 
family was not always pleasant. But the parents usual¬ 
ly adjusted to the idea, and by the time the baby arrived 
they were ready to welcome it into their home. There¬ 
fore, I am not impressed by this sentimental talk about 
“poor unwanted babies.” 

The possibility of abnormality. Abortion cannot be 
justified just because the baby may be born with a 
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defect. Many people who came into the world with han¬ 
dicaps are happy and productive. Even among those 
who cannot function at the level called normal is a 
large number who are content in life. If you were to ask 
them if they wished their lives had been snuffed out 
before birth, the majority would tell you they are glad 
they were given the opportunity to live. Besides, who is 
to say that society isn’t benefited by the presence of 
some who need extra love and care? 

This is not to say that all abortions should be out¬ 
lawed. Dr. Thomas C. Monroe, a Bible-believing obste¬ 
trician and gynecologist, is quoted as follows: 
Childbirth can still be fairly hazardous for some 
women. I can recommend abortion for a woman with 
a severe hypertensive, cardiovascular disease, or if 
giving birth might jeopardize a woman’s health so 
that she couldn’t raise the children she already has. 

I can also perform an abortion when testing 
reveals the newborn will be so seriously defective as 
to not have human characteristics.... An acephalic, 
a baby without a head, can live only a vegetable life. 
To my way of thinking, such pregnancies should be 
terminated. (Quoted from James C. Hefley, “Life in 
the Balance,” Victor Books, Wheaton, IL, pp. 49,50.) 
Dr. Monroe also believes abortion is justified when it 
has been ascertained that the infant will be afflicted 
with Tay Sachs disease. With these children, the cen¬ 
tral nervous system rapidly degenerates, causing the 
infant to become paralyzed and blind before eventual 
death. It is a heartbreaking and financially draining 
situation for parents. Now that God has given doctors 
the skill to detect conditions like these before birth, 
they may have a responsibility before Him to terminate 
the pregnancy. 

While these exceptions may indicate that an abso¬ 
lute “no abortion” ruling would be wrong, they by no 
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means open the door to abortion-on-demand. I don’t be¬ 
lieve (and neither does the doctor quoted above) that 
abortion is justified for abnormalities like Down’s 
syndrome —mongolism. It seems to me that an abortion 
should be resorted to only if there is a definite threat to 
the mother’s life or if the continuance of the pregnancy 
would produce a human vegetable. We must be sensi¬ 
tive to the situation of the prospective parents but 
never run roughshod over the rights of the life in the 
uterus. 

Population control. The use of abortion in society as a 
means of population control is reprehensible and cruel. 
Available birth control methods are more than ade¬ 
quate to keep world population at a manageable level. 
Babies born to unwed mothers or into situations where 
they will not be given good care can be offered for adop¬ 
tion. The current requests for adoptable infants far ex¬ 
ceeds the number available. Abortion is therefore 
neither a necessary nor acceptable supplement to birth 
control measures. 

GOD’S FORGIVENESS COVERS ALL SIN 
The third biblical principle that applies to the abortion 
issue is that God’s grace offers full and complete forgive¬ 
ness of all sin on the basis of our Savior’s work on Cal¬ 
vary. Every woman who is oppressed by a heavy burden 
of guilt because she once terminated a pregnancy 
through abortion should confess her sin to God and 
accept His forgiveness. A married woman I know who 
now has three children still suffers deep remorse be¬ 
cause she self-aborted as a teenager. To any and all who 
suffer this way, let me once again remind you of God’s 
forgiveness. If you have accepted Jesus Christ as your 
Savior, all your sins are under the blood. God will never 
charge you with them. Accept His full and free pardon 
with gratitude, and live for Him and for His glory. 
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Though as a pastor and counselor I have never en¬ 
countered a situation in which I could honestly recom¬ 
mend an abortion, I have been deeply moved at the 
plight of some young single girls and married women. 
I am thinking of the parents of a 13-year-old girl who 
was taken advantage of by an older boy. They opted for 
an early abortion because they didn’t want their daugh¬ 
ter to go through the trauma of bearing a child and 
giving it up. I don’t agree with what they did. I believe 
their daughter may suffer more mental anguish in the 
future than if she had given birth to the baby. But I un¬ 
derstand the difficulty of their situation. I cannot find 
it in me to be harshly judgmental toward them. If they 
feel guilty about what they did, they need only to ac¬ 
knowledge their mistake to the Lord and accept His 
gracious forgiveness. Furthermore, God’s people have 
the obligation to be forgiving and accepting toward 
them. 

In summary, human life is sacred from the beginning 
of life to the grave. We don’t need to answer every 
heavy theological question about it to establish a 
practical policy about abortion. A developing embryo 
in a woman’s womb is human, not animal. Except in a 
very small percentage of unusual circumstances, an 
abortion is unfair to that unborn child. It is also an 
implicit denial that the man and woman involved are 
responsible moral creatures under obligation to bear 
the consequences of their freely chosen act. 

A society that produces an “easy out” through abor¬ 
tion is cultivating an irresponsible attitude about per¬ 
sonal accountability. To insist that the quality of life 
would be enhanced through an abortion-on-demand 
policy is ridiculous. The fact is that the moral and spir¬ 
itual elements ignored by humanists are essential 
ingredients for an efficient, productive society. A flip¬ 
pant, unreliable populace —the kind fostered by a 
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casual attitude toward abortion—will rapidly lose its 
moral strength and become indolent and weak. Citizens 
living in such a society will lose all initiative. The 
majority won’t even have the character necessary to do 
a decent day’s work. 

All of the above considerations, along with the bibli¬ 
cal principles we discussed, impose upon us the obliga¬ 
tion to be strongly opposed to abortion-on-demand. 
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3 . 

Euthanasia: 
Act of Mercy? 

If you were to visit a hospital ward or a nursing home 
where terminally ill people are being cared for, you 
probably would be far more disturbed than if you went 
through a mortuary. The sights, sounds, and smells 
would create a deep sense of pity for the dying and their 
loved ones. They might even put you into a temporary 
state of depression. They could make you wonder why 
an almighty and merciful God would allow human 
beings created in His image to end their days like this. 
Why doesn’t He let them die quickly and easily, rather 
than permitting them to live on as bedridden zombies 
or whimpering animals? One thing is sure: after your 
visit, you would consider death to be a welcome friend 
for these people, not a frightful foe. 

Though I have been calling on people in hospitals 
and nursing homes for more than 30 years, I am still 
troubled and disturbed by what I encounter. When I see 
a Christian in intense pain, I can’t help but think of the 
wonderful release death will bring for him. It’s hard to 
see someone you once knew as a vibrant, articulate 
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Christian gentleman now helpless as a baby, existing 
in an unreal world, and incapable of comprehending 
anything you say to him. You find yourself silently rais¬ 
ing the petition, “Dear Lord, please call my friend 
Home to be with You. Don’t let him continue to live this 
way.” Even when I see non-Christians in this condition, 
I find myself thinking that I’d rather trust them to 
God’s providence in eternity than to see them continue 
suffering here. 

Some doctors and sociologists are saying bluntly that 
the government should authorize specialists to do 
these folks a favor by giving them a quick and painless 
death. They point out that because of the advances of 
medical science, millions of aged people soon will be 
living on and on. They will become an intolerable 
burden upon society, making their controlled death a 
practical necessity. Strictly speaking, what they are 
advocating is mercy-killing, usually termed “euthana¬ 
sia.” I personally believe that this word is a euphemism 
and not a genuine synonym for what is proposed. It 
comes from two Greek words that mean “gentle death,” 
and they do not imply that the deliberate taking of a 
life is involved. 

In this chapter I will discuss the matter of 
mercy-killing and true euthanasia in the light of the 
Bible. I will develop the subject in three stages. 
(1) I will consider the dilemma brought on in part by 
modern medical science. (2) I will sift through the con¬ 
siderations for and against mercy-killing. (3) I will ex¬ 
plain what I mean by “passive euthanasia,” and show 
why I consider it to be within the scope of God’s will. 

THE MODERN DILEMMA 

The matter of dying is more complicated than when my 
grandparents’ lives came to an end. I remember their 
passing from this life peacefully and at home instead of 
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going through an elaborate, death-delaying ordeal in a 
hospital or nursing home. The doctor stopped by and 
left medicine for pain a couple of times. Family mem¬ 
bers provided the nursing care. All of us knew that the 
end was near, yet everybody was calm. 

Then, when the last goodbys were spoken, a few tears 
were shed. But I don’t remember having any morbid 
feelings about death. I had been taught that when it 
happens to a Christian, the soul simply leaves the body 
to join Christ and the redeemed in heaven. I didn’t like 
to see the labored breathing that came when they 
neared the end. And looking at the body made me feel 
uncomfortable. I didn’t enjoy reflecting upon the fact 
that my parents were next in line to die; but neither did 
I brood about it. My Christian faith gave me great com¬ 
fort at that time and still does. 

Today the majority don’t die as simply as my grand¬ 
parents did. Some indeed are killed instantly by a mas¬ 
sive stroke, a heart attack, an aneurysm, a cerebral 
hemorrhage, an accident, or some other catastrophic 
event. Most people, however, expire in hospitals or 
nursing homes, and many of them go through a long 
period of suffering. Then too, a large percentage of the 
aged are just existing—being kept alive medically but 
receiving no pleasure or satisfaction out of life. The 
medication just prolongs the boredom or pain. If they 
are Christians, they know that death is far better than 
continued existence on earth. Yet they feel an obliga¬ 
tion to extend physical life as long as possible. Non- 
Christians too may think of death as better than the 
present situation. And they may even wonder why 
something can’t be done to hasten its onset. 

To give you a graphic portrayal of the dilemma of 
many aged people, I’m going to use three real-life situa¬ 
tions, two from my own experience and one that was 
reported in a national magazine. Though each case 
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presents a slightly different problem, in every instance 
death appears to be more desirable than continued 
living. 

A man about 70 has been in a coma for more than 6 
months. He was in the hospital for several weeks and 
then placed in a nursing home, where he is kept alive 
while made as comfortable as possible. His relatives, 
remembering what he was like when he was well, are 
grieved every time they see him. He’s only a shadow of 
the man he once was. He’s of no use to himself or to 
anyone else. His loved ones are sure that if he had his 
mental faculties, he’d much prefer death. His wife has 
used up all their savings and must depend upon a social 
agency to pay the bills. His family is praying that the 
Lord will take him Home, but in the meantime they 
visit him regularly. They know that he can’t communi¬ 
cate with them, but they hope that he somehow senses 
their presence and feels that he is loved. 

My second real-life instance involves a woman dying 
from multiple sclerosis. She is now receiving maximum 
care in a nursing facility. Her affliction has progressed 
to such an extent that she can no longer use her arms, 
and can hardly communicate. She suffers continuously 
because her body is gradually being contorted into a 
jackknife position. She wants to die. She sees herself as 
a burden to her loved ones and views her continued exis¬ 
tence as having no value to anyone. Every day she asks 
the Lord to take her Home. At times she wishes the doc¬ 
tors could give her something to put her to sleep per¬ 
manently, but she knows this would be wrong. In the 
meantime, the doctors can do little more for her than to 
give her analgesics and tranquilizers. 

My third real-life incident comes from a national 
weekly. The family of Earle Spring, a 78-year-old man 
whose life is being sustained through kidney dialysis, 
wishes the doctors would discontinue them and let him 
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die. He is mobile and able to talk but spends most of his 
time sleeping. His wife and son, remembering his years 
as an active and avid outdoorsman, are convinced that 
if he were given the choice, he would want to die. But 
when the family made the request and the doctors com¬ 
plied, two nurses objected. They asked Mr. Spring if he 
wanted to die, and he reportedly said no. No one knows 
if he really understood the question they asked him, 
and everybody is now in a quandary. He has been 
placed back on the kidney machine, and his family con¬ 
tinues to be in agony. 

These three examples can be multiplied by the thou¬ 
sands. The quality of life for many aged people is so 
poor that they wish they could die, and their loved ones 
often feel the same. But medicines, intravenous feed¬ 
ings, and life-support systems are keeping them alive. 

ACTIVE EUTHANASIA 

As mentioned earlier, some medical scientists and soci¬ 
ologists are campaigning for legislation to permit doc¬ 
tors to terminate life under some circumstances. They 
would like the law to cover these three categories: 
(1) hopelessly deformed or mentally incompetent chil¬ 
dren, (2) grownups existing as vegetables or mentally 
incompetent because of accident or illness, and (3) ter¬ 
minally ill people who desire relief from intense suffer¬ 
ing. The decision for the mentally incompetent would 
be made by a group of relatives and doctors. The termi¬ 
nally ill who are capable of choosing would make the 
decision for themselves. 

Interestingly, and encouragingly, the proponents of 
mercy-killing are not making much headway. Even 
though they include prominent people like Dr. Joseph 
Fletcher and strong organizations like the “Euthana¬ 
sia Society of America,” the public isn’t buying the 
idea. James C. Hefley reports that a British doctor who 
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wrote approvingly about a “death pill” for the old and 
feeble was soundly criticized for his suggestion. It ap¬ 
pears that most people, even many non-Christians, are 
not comfortable with proposals that tend to put human 
life on the same level as that of farm animals. The sup¬ 
posed parallel between sending cows to the slaughter¬ 
house when their milk production falls off and putting 
a person to death because he can no longer make a 
meaningful contribution to society is not valid. 

Many of us recall all too well what happened in 
Germany under Hitler. The Nazis started out to de¬ 
stroy only the hopelessly deformed and the mentally 
incompetent, but gradually they widened the circle to 
include all who might be classified as a detri¬ 
ment to society. In the end, they executed millions of 
people. Once we give approval to those who measure 
an individual’s right to live by his value to society, 
we are opening a veritable “Pandora’s box” of evil 
possibilities. 

Christians have an even more basic and higher 
reason for opposing active euthanasia. The Scriptures 
teach that our right to live is a God-given privilege. He 
made us, and He retains ownership of us. Therefore, He 
alone has the right to determine the day of our death. 
True, we may sometimes be unable to understand why 
He allows a loved one to continue living in a coma. We 
ourselves may be afflicted with a chronic malady that 
gives us so much distress that we long for death. But 
under no circumstance will we have the right to ask for 
a lethal dose of medicine or poison. If a doctor or loved 
one should grant us this request, he would become 
guilty of murder—and we would be committing suicide. 

We must trust God, no matter what happens. We 
must exercise faith, realizing that we will not fully see 
God’s purposes until we reach heaven. This kind of pa¬ 
tience and trust doesn’t come about easily, I know. But 
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if we will exercise it, we will learn many lessons. And 
we will obtain spiritual benefits which will more than 
compensate for our distress. Here is God’s promise: 
“But they that wait upon the Lord shall renew their 
strength; they shall mount up with wings like eagles; 
they shall run, and not be weary; and they shall walk, 
and not faint” (Isaiah 40:31). 

PASSIVE EUTHANASIA 

Christians can approve of what is often termed “passive 
euthanasia”—the omission or discontinuation of the 
use of respirators, heart stimulators, or other life¬ 
supporting equipment and procedures. Some people 
don’t like the expression “passive euthanasia” because 
they don’t see how anybody can view “mercy-killing” 
as passive. But if we accept the literal meaning of the 
word “euthanasia,” “gentle death,” we are justified in 
using it. We take action that we believe will make 
death as easy as possible. 

The decision to omit or discontinue the use of ex¬ 
traordinary life-supporting procedures should never be 
made hastily or by just one person. For example, a 
patient may ask for it when it’s not justified. Or the 
relatives may let their emotions overtake them. This 
important decision should emerge from a consultation 
among the doctors, the patient (if he is rational), and 
his loved ones. 

Dr. C. Everett Koop, in an interview recorded in the 
December 15, 1978, issue of Christianity Today, said 
that a biblical view of human life and common sense 
are the ingredients of a good decision. If an aged man 
with an inoperable heart condition plus kidney failure 
doesn’t want a lot of needles, tubes, and machines, his 
desire should be honored. If a doctor can see that re¬ 
spirators, heart stimulators, and intravenous feedings 
will do nothing but prolong the misery of the patient 
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for a few more days or weeks, he will probably discuss 
the matter with the family. Together they may con¬ 
clude that they will do nothing more than make the 
ailing person as comfortable as possible. This cannot be 
considered a form of mercy-killing; it is simply a sensi¬ 
ble way to allow a gentle death. Here are Dr. Koop’s 
exact words: 

Take my mother—an 80-year-old Christian lady, 
widowed for 18 years, arthritic, riddled with cancer, 
who wanted nothing better than to go to heaven. At a 
fine hospital, where the blood tests that they carried 
out on her last illness cost $6,000, she died of kidney 
failure. It would have been possible to keep my 
mother alive probably a month in a coma with 
dialysis. So there’s therapy available, but I think 
that the decision to withhold it was just about as 
easy as to decide to take a glass of water when you’re 
thirsty.... There’s no time when feeding a patient 
could be called heroic. There’s no time when giving 
intravenous to a dried-up old lady could be 
considered heroic. But there are times when you 
make decisions in different circumstances because 
of age and other things. I decided not to give an aged 
uncle of mine extraordinary care. I told the doctor to 
give him the best nursing care that he could. It 
meant giving him water but it did not mean giving 
him an IV. So there an IV was an extraordinary 
thing. I had a young patient who was dehydrated. He 
would have died without an IV, and he had about 60 
years of life left. Not to have started an IV imme¬ 
diately would have been wrong. 

The mixture of common sense and compassion by a con¬ 
scientious doctor and the family will lead them to 
make good decisions. They will know when to use ex¬ 
traordinary life-sustaining measures. They will also 
approve the use of pain-relieving and quieting drugs, 


40 


even though they know these medicines may hasten 
the onset of death. 

A few years ago, I attended a meeting addressed by a 
prominent doctor who was the head of surgery in a 
large hospital and a professor at a state university. He 
told this gathering of physicians and ministers that 
modern medicine is putting too much emphasis upon 
procedures which may add a few months or years to the 
far end of life. He declared himself to be a Christian, 
and he said that death is not the worst of all possible 
occurrences. He said that the money earmarked for 
experimentation with the elderly should be spent in 
seeking cures for diseases that kill large numbers of 
children and young adults. He also urged ministers to 
encourage their parishioners to have “living wills” 
drawn up and notarized, and I have advocated it. Some 
of my friends, recognizing the possibility that they 
may become incapable of expressing their choice, have 
already had this done. The copies I read went some¬ 
thinglike this: 

If there is no reasonable expectation of my recov¬ 
ering from an illness or injury, I request that I be 
allowed to die in dignity and not be kept alive by 
heroic measures. I ask that drugs be administered to 
me only for the relief of pain and not to prolong my 
earthly life, even if these pain-killing drugs may 
hasten my death. 

I have met a few Christians who don’t agree with draw¬ 
ing up a “living will.” They say that every added day of 
life presents God with another opportunity to work a 
miracle. They point out that patients sometimes do 
amaze the doctors by getting well. Therefore, they be¬ 
lieve we have a duty to hold out to the very end with the 
expectation of a spectacular healing miracle. 

Personally, I am not very impressed with this argu¬ 
ment. True, some people do surprise the doctors and 
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recover. But who knows whether or not the use of ex¬ 
traordinary means played any part in their recovery. If 
we are honest with the Scriptures and human experi¬ 
ence, we must admit that wonders and signs like those 
recorded in the gospels and early chapters of Acts are 
rare today. For all practical purposes, they had ceased 
by the time Paul’s letters to Timothy and the book of 
Hebrews were written. When the apostle wrote his 
young friend from prison, he was awaiting execution. 
But he never once mentioned that he expected a 
miraculous deliverance. The author of Hebrews spoke 
of the “signs and wonders, and ... diverse miracles” of 
the early apostolic era in the past tense (see Hebrews 
2:4), indicating that they were no longer in evidence 
when he was writing this epistle. Therefore, we have no 
right to demand that the Lord intervene on our behalf 
with miracles of healing. We should not act contrary to 
competent medical opinion or the laws of common 
sense. After all, if God wills to heal us, He can do so 
within the framework of a brief time schedule, as well 
as the longer one associated with heroic measures. 

In conclusion, if we apply biblical principles, we 
cannot condone mercy-killing in any form. But we are 
under no obligation to use every means available in 
every circumstance to stretch out a life as long as we 
possibly can. To withhold intravenous feedings and 
omit or discontinue life-support equipment are not 
necessarily wrong. We may not understand why the 
Lord permits some people to exist as a vegetable or to 
suffer deep pain, but we have no right to ask the doctor 
to give them a lethal dose of some drug. Nor is the one 
living in continual agony justified in asking for an 
overdose of medication. We must let God terminate 
life. He alone has that prerogative. 

Death is not the ultimate foe for a child of God. We 
who have placed our trust in Jesus Christ should not 
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fear it. If we walk with the Lord, we will find death a 
friend, not a mortal foe. It will come to us as a messen¬ 
ger from the other shore to close our eyes, kiss away our 
breath, and lead us gently through the valley from this 
world into glory. 

If you have placed your trust in Christ, be assured 
that the Lord Jesus will take your hand as you enter 
the waters. With unfaltering feet, trusting heart, and a 
hope-encircled brow, you will emerge on the golden 
shore of heaven. Therefore, you should go through life 
neither fearing death nor desiring it. The apostle Paul 
expressed a healthy frame of mind about his impending 
death when he wrote, “For to me to live is Christ, and to 
die is gain” (Philippians 1:21). 
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4 . 

Capital Punishment: 
Form of Murder? 


Before me is a newspaper article with the title, “Chil¬ 
dren of Death Waiting in Prison Cells to be Killed.” In 
it the writer presents her case against capital punish¬ 
ment. She emphasizes the fact that among the prison¬ 
ers now on death row awaiting execution in our country 
are a number of young people under 18. She refers to 
them as “children.” She also digs into history and gives 
us some disturbing statistics. Of the 126 persons 18 or 
younger who have been executed in the United States, 
94 were black. I must admit that her article hits me 
like a ton of bricks. I am shaken by the report of a 14- 
year-old boy being electrocuted. And I’m distressed to 
read that throughout our history a murderer who was 
white or rich fared far better in the courts than one who 
was poor or black. 

Another magazine article against the death penalty 
made a similar impact upon me. It opens with the 
words, “Capital punishment is wrong. It is brutal, 
degrading, and dehumanizing.” These words were writ- 
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ten on May 25, 1979, the day John A. Spenkelink was 
put to death in an electric chair. The author expressed 
his feelings against the whole proceeding—from the 
public outcry for the death penalty to the vulgar sensa¬ 
tionalism of some of the journalists. I am moved by his 
quotation of an Associated Press reporter: 

I will not forget what I saw. I was stunned. John 
Spenkelink already was strapped in his [sic] chair. I 
had thought that he would be brought into the death 
chamber after the blinds were raised. His eyes met 
mine. They were open wide and seemed moist, 
almost imploring. It was the most helpless 
expression I have ever seen. 

The author of the magazine article attacking capital 
punishment insists that it doesn’t really deter people 
from committing murder. He contends that the death 
penalty has always been administered unfairly and 
unequally, and he makes a strong case for his position. 
Speaking as a believer in Christ, he declares that the 
government acts contrary to the spirit and teaching of 
the Lord Jesus whenever it performs an execution. He 
concludes that Christians who respect life should be 
unalterably opposed to the death penalty. 

I can’t read the arguments of people who are against 
capital punishment without being emotionally jarred. 
Whenever the news media are reporting the details sur¬ 
rounding an execution, I usually find myself half 
hoping that the Governor will postpone the dreaded 
event. I don’t like the idea of a person’s body being rid¬ 
dled by bullets from a firing squad or fried in an electric 
chair or convulsing in a gas chamber. My sense of jus¬ 
tice cries out in protest whenever I face the fact that 
coldblooded murderers who have the money to hire ex¬ 
pensive lawyers seldom end up on death row. In all 
honesty, I hate capital punishment. 

Having said that, however, I must quickly add that 
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I believe in the death penalty for murder in the first 
degree. My hatred of capital punishment is closely akin 
to my feelings about war. I despise it. Yet I know that 
sometimes it’s better than the alternative—takeover 
by a foreign power. I am convinced that the Scriptures 
demand capital punishment for the willful and wanton 
taking of another’s life. And I don’t agree with people 
who say that the death penalty is unchristian, cruel, 
dehumanizing, and ineffective. 

In this chapter, therefore, I’m going to present five of 
the arguments most often used against capital punish¬ 
ment and respond to them. I trust that God will use 
what I write to give His children a better understand¬ 
ing of the issues involved in this highly emotional and 
controversial subject. 

ACT OF VENGEANCE 

Opponents of capital punishment say the death penalty 
is always an unchristian act of vengeance. They insist 
that not even the government has the right to be venge¬ 
ful. In support of their position they quote Romans 
12:19, “Vengeance is Mine; I will repay, saith the 
Lord.” They view capital punishment as the expression 
of a vindictive spirit, and as being completely incom¬ 
patible with the love-principle. 

Charles Colson spoke for many believers who hold 
this position when he wrote: 

I am opposed to capital punishment. As a Christian, 
there is no way that I can read the beatitudes and 
the great commandments of Christ and believe that 
man has any right to take a human life. When 
Christ says, “Resist not evil,” it seems to me that 
I am enjoined from supporting capital punish¬ 
ment, which is society’s maximum retribution. 
Saying this, I recognize that the fallen structures of 
society do not live by Christ’s commands.... 
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In conclusion, when we sanction official killing, 
how can we preach inhumanity of killing? The 
state does it because it has the power to enact 
the law, but can we argue that the law makes 
it morally right? I think not. 

If we want to teach others, killing, no matter 
that it is sanctioned by man’s law, is a wrong 
example. I wonder how many people were 
subconsciously encouraged to violence by watching 
the horrid spectacle of the Gilmore execution. 

Capital punishment is an acknowledgment that 
man cannot be changed. As a Christian, I must 
believe that any man can be changed by God. Society 
has no right to deny God that opportunity. 

If I looked upon the death penalty as society’s way of 
getting revenge on a murderer, I would agree with 
Charles Colson. But I see capital punishment for 
murder as carrying out the principle of retributive jus¬ 
tice. The penalty is inflicted to satisfy the demands of 
justice, not to gratify vindictive feelings toward a 
murderer. Christians believe that the Lawmaker and 
Governor of the universe is a holy God—righteous and 
just. He is righteous in everything He does, and He 
demands righteousness from His moral creatures. 
When they violate His laws, thus failing to meet His 
demands, He punishes them with perfect justice. Al¬ 
though this will ultimately be accomplished on the 
other side of death, the law of retributive justice is in 
effect today for our world. 

Civil government is one of the means by which God 
expresses His righteous demands and punishes wrong¬ 
doers. Paul referred to the magistrate as “the minister 
of God, an avenger to execute wrath upon him that 
doeth evil” (Romans 13:4). The fact that the state car¬ 
ries out the function of enacting laws and punishing 
wrongdoers is significant. God has not placed this 
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burden upon the individual. In primitive areas, where 
the family retaliates for wrong done to one of its mem¬ 
bers, the concept of justice is usually lost. In getting 
even, relatives tend to overreact and use extreme vio¬ 
lence. Therefore, God has given the responsibility to 
lawfully constituted authorities, who act as His repre¬ 
sentatives. To the extent that they make good laws and 
enforce them justly, they vindicate His holy nature. 
The principle of retributive justice carried out by 
government is at the heart of all jurisprudence. 

The Mosaic law emphasized the importance of suit¬ 
ing the punishment to the crime and of treating 
everyone fairly. In Exodus 21:24,25 we read God’s law 
for Israel: “Eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, 
foot for foot, burning for burning, wound for wound, 
stripe for stripe.” This language may sound vengeful to 
us, but it wasn’t. The Hebrew people understood these 
words perfectly. They knew the Lord wasn’t telling 
them to start knocking out teeth, gouging out eyes, or 
cutting off hands and feet. Rather, they recognized in 
this command a warning against overreacting when 
they were wronged. They realized that God was telling 
them to make sure they didn’t let their personal anger 
or a wrong spirit drive them into punishing somebody 
more severely than he deserved. 

The matter of equal justice is also expressed in Levi¬ 
ticus 19:15, “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judg¬ 
ment; thou shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor 
honor the person of the mighty, but in righteousness 
shalt thou judge thy neighbor.” People in control natu¬ 
rally tend to favor their friends and members of their 
own group. They are inclined to punish them lightly 
while carrying out the full letter of the law when deal¬ 
ing with the poor, their foes, or members of minority 
groups. Justice can’t be done when those who enforce 
the law play favorites. 
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Anyone who breaks the law must be required to pay a 
penalty which is in direct proportion to the seriousness 
of his crime—no matter what his race or social status. 
This retributive principle is the rationale behind all 
punishment for crime. The main thought must never 
be the reformation of the criminal or the protection of 
society. When the wrongdoer is converted to Christ or 
makes a moral change during imprisonment, we give 
praise to God. And, of course, the protection of society is 
indeed a desirable byproduct of good law enforcement. 
The primary purpose of punishment, however, must be 
to fulfill the principle of retributive justice. 

This concept is basic to all of God’s dealings with 
mankind—even in the matter of salvation. The Lord 
called for animal sacrifices during the Old Testament 
era to teach the truth that as an infinitely holy God He 
cannot allow sin to go unpunished. He cannot bypass 
justice. The wages for sin must be paid by the sinner or 
by a substitute. When Jesus came into the world, He 
came to be that one all-sufficient sacrifice for the sins 
of all mankind. He took our punishment that we might 
be forgiven. 

In applying the principle of retributive justice to 
murder, we can only conclude that a person who 
deliberately kills another must be given the death sen¬ 
tence. This is the only penalty commensurate with the 
seriousness of that crime. True, mitigating factors 
must be considered in every situation. They are part of 
the picture in any determination of the degree of guilt 
of an offender. But the criminal’s rehabilitation and 
the protection of society are not to be the primary con¬ 
sideration. The punishment for a murder must be deter¬ 
mined on the principle of retributive justice. 

JUSTICE WITHOUT MERCY 

The second objection is that capital punishment is a 
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cruel act with no trace of mercy. Charles Colson uses 
this argument and adds that it frustrates God’s desire 
to redeem the murderer. Yet I am convinced that Chris¬ 
tians can show compassion for a murderer even while 
calling for his execution. 

Believers should have genuine concern for the spir¬ 
itual welfare of a person sentenced to die. Chaplains or 
ministers allowed to have personal contact with him 
should reflect this concern and clearly present the plan 
of salvation to him. Some on death row have been con¬ 
verted before they were executed. 

I’m aware that some murderers have turned to 
Christ after spending many years of a life sentence. We 
don’t know whether or not they would have been saved 
earlier if they had been sentenced to die. The fact is 
that most prisoners become increasingly hardened and 
bitter with every year of confinement. Therefore, a 
good case can be made for saying that a murderer star¬ 
ing death in the face would be more likely to turn to 
Christ than one who anticipates a long sentence with 
convicted criminals and a possible release from prison. 

In actuality, the matter of whether a person given a 
life sentence is more likely to be saved than one 
marked for execution is a moot point. This argument 
should not be used to justify either life imprisonment 
or capital punishment. The justification for the death 
penalty lies in the principle of retributive justice. And 
we can show mercy to a person sentenced to die. We can 
pray for his salvation and show him the way of forgive¬ 
ness. The door of entrance into heaven is wide open, 
even for the murderer, until the very moment of his ex¬ 
ecution. Therefore, capital punishment is not incom¬ 
patible with mercy. 

DISRESPECT FOR LIFE 

Another common objection to the death penalty is that 
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it shows a disrespect for life. Opponents of capital 
punishment claim that it is being self-contradictory be¬ 
cause it affirms the sacredness of the life of the victim 
but declares the life of the murderer to be of no value. 
They charge us with inconsistency and refer to the 
death penalty as legalized murder. 

On the surface, this argument seems to have some 
merit. After all, the murderer is still a human being. 
He may even be a relatively decent person who allowed 
hatred or greed to get the best of him. Family members 
and friends may testify in his behalf, declaring that 
they still love him and don’t want him to be killed. They 
may also present evidence that influences from early 
childhood were largely responsible for their loved one’s 
act of murder. And he himself may think that those 
who are calling for his death are showing no regard for 
his life. 

Admittedly, some of the people who commit murder 
are victims of circumstances. Then too, some were law- 
abiding citizens until they committed this terrible 
crime. And everyone should realize that taking human 
life, whether in war, self-defense, or a court-ordered ex¬ 
ecution—is always a serious matter. But this does not 
mean that we show a lack of respect for human life 
when we kill someone in one of these situations. In fact, 
killing is sometimes the most effective way of affirm¬ 
ing our high view of life’s sanctity. For example, when 
a dictator starts on a program of systematically de¬ 
stroying a race of people or a religious group, we protest 
what he is doing, threaten action against him, and may 
end up killing him and his cohorts. We cannot stand by 
and let a ruthless tyrant carry out a program of slaying 
whole segments of humanity. Thus, by using force we 
affirm the sacredness of life. 

A murderer, by his very act, declares his lack of re¬ 
spect for human life. If we merely imprison him, are we 
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not implicitly expressing a measure of agreement with 
him about the value of the person or persons he killed? 
The only way we can fully affirm the sacredness of the 
life that has been taken is by demanding that he forfeit 
his own in exchange for it. This concept is expressly de¬ 
clared in Genesis 9:6, “Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by 
man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God 
made He man.” Every human being, even the poorest 
and lowest on the social scale, bears the image of God. 
His life is sacred. Therefore, when anyone, no matter 
how much money he has or how honored he may be, 
ruthlessly murders another, he commits a daring out¬ 
rage against the Almighty. And when the government 
executes him, it affirms the terrible nature of his crime 
and the sacredness of the life he took. 

UNEQUALLY ENFORCED 

The fourth serious objection to capital punishment is 
that it is seldom carried out with equity. I have already 
acknowledged the truthfulness of this charge. Murder¬ 
ers who have access to a lot of money seldom are placed 
on death row. The majority of them serve time in prison 
and are released. The combination of being poor and 
black makes a person a far more likely candidate for 
execution. 

As much as I am troubled by unequal justice in our 
society, I don’t see it as justifying the elimination of 
capital punishment for murder. You don’t do away 
with something just because it isn’t carried out proper¬ 
ly. Unfortunately, we live in a world of imperfect 
people. We can find injustice wherever we look. High 
management positions in industry and government are 
usually filled by those who have the right connections 
rather than by the most deserving or best qualified. En¬ 
trance into medical schools or other highly desirable 
training programs is not always determined strictly on 
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the basis of merit. The old saying “It’s not what you 
know but who you know that counts” is all too true. Yet 
no sane person will suggest that we eliminate all high- 
level jobs in industry or government, nor that we close 
our medical schools. Instead, we should promote fair¬ 
ness and equity wherever we see injustice, and that in¬ 
cludes the area of capital punishment. 

As a Christian, I must insist that a lower class person 
accused of murder be given legal representation equal 
to that of a rich man. Every mitigating factor in his sit¬ 
uation must be considered, just like that of someone 
higher on the social scale. Moreover, if the trial ends 
without establishing with crystal clarity the guilt of 
the indicted person, a penalty less than death should be 
recommended. We don’t want to execute an innocent 
person. It is gratifying to know that United States his¬ 
tory does not reveal even one proven instance of an 
innocent person having been executed. 

Because of my strong desire for equity in admin¬ 
istrating the death penalty, I can’t join those who advo¬ 
cate a quick trial for those accused of murder. I know 
that a long timespan between the arrest and the actual 
execution tends to weaken the effectiveness of capital 
punishment as a deterrent. Then too, in many cases the 
process is needlessly long. I’m sure it could be speeded 
up without jeopardizing a just sentence. But I would 
rather have the wheels of justice move slowly and cer¬ 
tainly than to have them move swiftly to wrong conclu¬ 
sions. As believers, we must be greatly concerned about 
absolute impartiality regardless of race, wealth, or 
social status. And we should raise our voices for equal 
justice, not for the elimination of the death penalty. 

NO DETERRENT VALUE 

A fifth objection raised by opponents of capital punish¬ 
ment is that it does not have any deterrent value. They 
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insist that the death penalty doesn’t change the 
murder rate, and they cite statistics to back up their 
contention. They point out that many murders are 
crimes of passion, and that the threat of death has no 
effect upon a person who goes out of control. They also 
say that a hardened criminal who wants to kill is going 
to take his chances regardless of whether he face3 life 
imprisonment or execution. 

However, the statistics show that capital punish¬ 
ment does have a deterring effect. Its proponents have 
provided data to support their claim that it does indeed 
lower the murder rate. During the 11 years from 1960 
to 1971—while the death penalty was not a viable 
threat in the United States—the murder rate increased 
90 percent while the population was growing only 15 
percent. And during these same 11 years, 19 policemen 
were killed by men released from prison after having 
served a sentence for an earlier murder conviction. Not 
one of these law officers would have died if the men 
who killed them had been executed for their first of¬ 
fense! The truth is that men released after serving 
time for their first murder often kill again. Therefore, 
it is obviously incorrect to say that the death penalty 
makes no difference in the murder rate. It would pre¬ 
vent all repeat performances. 

Many convicts have testified that they would never 
have carried a gun to commit a holdup and then pulled 
the trigger if they had thought they’d be killed for their 
crime. An effective judicial program, guaranteeing 
that murderers would be executed when proven guilty, 
might have little effect upon people who murder in a fit 
of passion. But it would reduce the homicide rate, for no 
one would commit this crime a second time. And some 
people would be so afraid of a firing squad, the electric 
chair, or the gas chamber that they would decide 
against taking the risk of apprehension and execution. 
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In conclusion, the law given to Noah in Genesis 9:6, 
which commands or sanctions capital punishment, is 
for all mankind in every age. And even though it is true 
that the death-penalty laws given by Moses are not in 
effect for us today, and even though the New Testa¬ 
ment writers didn’t deal specifically with this issue, 
the authority of the state “to execute wrath upon him 
that doeth evil” is undeniably affirmed in Romans 
13:4. The death penalty for murder rests upon the 
principle of retributive justice, which is taught from 
Genesis through The Revelation. 

Since God has established human government to 
make laws and to punish wrongdoers, He expects civil 
magistrates to inflict the death penalty upon those 
found guilty of murder in the first degree. Therefore, 
every willful killer, whether rich or poor, black or 
white, should forfeit his own life. Only the death penal¬ 
ty fulfills the requirements of retributive justice and 
fully affirms the sacredness of human life. 
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5 . 

Pacifism: 

Christian Imperative? 

Should a Christian take an active part in war? Should 
he kill for his country? For a brief time during my high 
school years, I wasn’t sure. I had grown up in a strong 
Christian home and was thoroughly committed to the 
Calvinistic interpretation of the Bible. Neither my par¬ 
ents nor any of my pastors questioned the right and 
responsibility of a believer to bear arms for his coun¬ 
try. But one of my high school teachers was a pacifist, 
and his arguments for his position gave me some 
uncertainty. 

When World War II broke out, however, four of my 
brothers and I became members of the Armed Forces. 
All of us were firmly convinced that it was our duty to 
fight for our country. One of my brothers was killed in 
an airplane over Germany a few days before he would 
have been 20 years old. Another was wounded in the 
South Pacific. Our family accepted this as God’s will. 
And, in the providence of God, I was assigned to the 
medical corps and never was issued a weapon. I have 
always been grateful that the Lord so directed my path. 
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I knew some Christians during the Second World 
War who were classified as “conscientious objectors” 
because they didn’t believe they should become in¬ 
volved in killing. They contended that the command¬ 
ment “Thou shalt not kill” (Exodus 20:13) overrides 
every other consideration. Some of them volunteered to 
serve their country in special camps or hospitals, while 
others worked in noncombatant military roles. 
Nevertheless, they were strong in their patriotism. 
Some who served as frontline medical corpsmen were 
killed on the battlefield. Although they were willing to 
pay the price for freedom, they wouldn’t join in combat. 
Because most of them also believed Christians should 
not engage in politics, they carried out their personal 
convictions without public protest. 

Pacifists are still with us today, but many of them 
aren’t following the simple nonviolent stand I have 
just described. Nor are all of them Christians. Some are 
secular humanists who teach nonresistance because 
they think nothing is as bad as a nuclear war. They 
prefer disarmament and submission to the “tender 
mercies” of the communists over the risk of an all-out 
conflict. Since they look for no life beyond the grave, 
they can think of nothing worth dying for. They claim 
mankind would be better off living under an atheistic 
dictatorship, w r here people could at least enjoy some of 
life’s pleasure than to be out of existence. A number of 
liberal theologians have joined the secular humanists 
in calling for the Western powers to drop out of the 
arms race. They say that nuclear war would be so terri¬ 
ble that we should avoid it at all cost. They believe it’s 
better to take the chance of being dominated by Russia 
or China than to risk the total destruction of mankind. 

Directly opposite to pacifism is an extreme view that 
may be called activism. Its proponents are strongly na¬ 
tionalistic. Americans of this persuasion are willing 
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to spend whatever amount is necessary to give the 
United States the edge over Russia and China in mili¬ 
tary superiority. Until we achieve that goal, they want 
no part in a negotiated arms-limitation treaty. 

Activists also believe that we should maintain a 
strong military force that is ready to support all anti- 
communistic governments in foreign countries— 
especially where our businessmen have large invest¬ 
ments. They don’t want our leaders to pledge that they 
will never launch a first-strike nuclear attack or even 
use atomic weapons if our nation becomes involved in 
war. They want nothing to do with international pro¬ 
grams that might lower our standard of living while 
bringing better conditions to lands where people are 
starving. Furthermore, they are convinced that every 
person drafted into the military should fight for his 
country without asking questions. They thoroughly en¬ 
dorse the slogan, “My country, right or wrong.” 

Now, I don’t agree with the pacifists, not even with 
those men and women who quietly refuse to bear arms 
while serving their country in other ways. Yet I just as 
strongly disagree with the activists. I am convinced 
that war is sometimes justified, and that Christians 
should not hesitate to participate when it is. I do not 
view killing in armed conflict as equivalent to murder. 
In this chapter, I will set forth my viewpoint in three 
steps. (1) I will show that the Bible does not support the 
idea of pacifism—neither in the Old Testament or the 
New. (2) I will point out the fallacy of the “my country, 
right or wrong” approach and explain what I mean by 
“a just war.” (3) I will discuss the attitude Christians 
should take toward the arms race and nuclear war. 

THE OLD TESTAMENT AND WAR 
A study of the Old Testament quickly reveals that 
God’s people often engaged in war, sometimes with His 
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tacit approval and at other times in obedience to His 
direct command. Furthermore, some of us may be sur¬ 
prised to discover that God sometimes used war as a 
means of punishing the wicked and of disciplining His 
children. But we must bow to the evidence, for this is 
precisely what He has done throughout history. 

Some well-meaning Christians have tried to make 
the reading of the Old Testament more palatable by 
saying that the Almighty only permitted the many 
wars recorded there. But they are not being honest 
with the text. Genesis 14, for example, indicates that 
the Lord approved of Abraham’s attack upon and 
defeat of the alliance of aggressive nations under King 
Chedorlaomer. The king of Salem and priest of God, 
Melchizedek, met the patriarch, pronounced a blessing 
on him, and thanked God for giving him the victory. He 
declared, “Blessed be Abram ... and blessed be the most 
high God, who hath delivered thine enemies into thy 
hand” (Genesis 14:19,20). Then too, Deuteronomy 
20:16,17 records the Lord’s command for the Israelites 
to “utterly destroy” the inhabitants of Canaan. In fact, 
the historical sections of the Old Testament tell of 
numerous instances when God commanded His people 
to wage war against their enemies. Armed conflict was 
therefore an essential element in the Lord’s program 
for punishing the wicked and disciplining His people. 

Some Bible students try to relieve the Lord of re¬ 
sponsibility for the wars of the Old Testament era by 
calling attention to the low cultural development of 
people during those centuries. They say that the people 
who lived at that time were so primitive and savage 
that God had no choice but to let them accomplish His 
purposes through war. Not true! Although cultural 
evils like slavery and mistreatment of women were not 
eliminated, God did not deal with the Israelites as sav¬ 
ages who could know nothing about kindness, com- 
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passion, and forgiveness. In fact, He revealed principles 
which greatly alleviated these injustices. 

Note the high ethical standards demanded in this 
passage from Leviticus: 

Ye shall do no unrighteousness in j udgment; thou 
shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honor the 
person of the mighty, but in righteousness shalt thou 
judge thy neighbor. 

Thou shalt not go up and down as a talebearer 
among thy people; neither shalt thou stand against 
the blood of thy neighbor: I am the Lord. 

Thou shalt not hate thy brother in thine heart; 
thou shalt surely rebuke thy neighbor, and not allow 
sin upon him. 

Thou shalt not avenge, nor bear any grudge 
against the children of thy people, but thou shalt 
love thy neighbor as thyself: I am the Lord 
(Leviticus 19:15-18). 

Some New Testament verses that challenge us today 
are actually quoted from the Old Testament. For exam¬ 
ple, when Paul wrote Romans 12:20, he reproduced the 
admonition of Proverbs 25:21,22, “If thine enemy be 
hungry, give him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give 
him water to drink; for thou shalt heap coals of fire 
upon his head, and the Lord shall reward thee.” 

In summary, the Old Testament does not support the 
pacifist position. It portrays God as sometimes approv¬ 
ing and other times even commanding the Israelites to 
wage war. And the Lord did not do this because He was 
dealing with savages who couldn’t understand a loftier 
ethic. True, He did allow polygamy, divorce, and slav¬ 
ery, while setting down stiff regulations for the control 
of these evils. But He actually commanded His people 
to battle certain enemies. 

We must therefore conclude that war in our fallen 
world is not evil of itself. Rather, it is used for the ac- 
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complishment of God’s purposes for the ultimate wel¬ 
fare of the human race. Through it He serves notice on 
ruthless and aggressive rulers and nations that they 
cannot disobey His laws with impunity. The good it 
achieves far outweighs the cost in human lives. If we 
take the Old Testament seriously, we must conclude 
that it does not support pacifism. 

THE NEW TESTAMENT AND WAR 
Many advocates of pacifism admit that the Old Testa¬ 
ment does not support their position, but they insist 
that the New Testament does. They cite passages in the 
gospels and epistles that they say teach a policy of com¬ 
plete nonresistance. 

The Lord Jesus did indeed make some statements 
which condemn vengeful attitudes and deeds. Consider 
these words from the Sermon on the Mount: 

But I say unto you that ye resist not evil, but 
whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn 
to him the other also. 

And if any man will sue thee at the law, and take 
away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also. 

And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go 
with him two. 

Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that 
would borrow of thee turn not thou away 
(Matthew 5:39-42). 

In order to analyze and interpret these words, we must 
answer two questions: (1) To whom do they apply? (2) 
How literally are they to be taken? 

The first question is not difficult to answer. Jesus 
was addressing the citizens of His kingdom, not all 
mankind. The Sermon on the Mount opens with the 
beatitudes. In this series of statements our Savior pro¬ 
nounced as blessed those who are poor in spirit, who 
mourn, who are meek, who hunger and thirst after 
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righteousness, who are merciful, who are pure in heart, 
who are peacemakers, and who are persecuted for right¬ 
eousness’ sake. These qualities are found only in people 
who have accepted Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. 
The unsaved multitudes know nothing about mourning 
over sin or hungering and thirsting after righteousness. 

National leaders today wouldn’t get to first base if 
they tried to apply these words literally to society in 
general. You see, our Lord was talking to individual be¬ 
lievers who had become members of His kingdom. He 
said to them, “. . . resist not evil, but whosoever shall 
smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the other 
also” (Matthew 5:39). If a nation tried to institute this 
policy right now, it would soon be overrun by criminals 
or enemy countries. 

We also must recognize that these admonitions of 
Christ are not all to be taken in an absolutely literal 
manner. We have an indication of this in His words, “If 
thy right eye offend thee, pluck it out, and cast it from 
thee” (Matthew 5:29). And the very next verse speaks 
of cutting off an offending hand. 

Now, sensible people will recognize that Jesus was 
not telling people to pluck out their eyes or cut off their 
hands. He was calling for us to deal radically with sin 
in our lives. When He admonished us to turn the other 
cheek, to part with an extra garment, to go the extra 
mile, and to give to everybody who asks, He was urging 
us to have a forgiving and unselfish heart attitude. 

Another statement of Jesus often misunderstood is 
His declaration to Pilate, “My kingdom is not of this 
world; if My kingdom were of this world, then would 
My servants fight, that I should not be delivered to the 
Jews; but now is My kingdom not from here” (John 
18:36). This was His answer to the charge that He had 
claimed to be “the King of the Jews.” In actuality, this 
reply of Jesus to Pilate has nothing to do with the issue 
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of pacifism. He was simply saying that His kingdom 
does not have its origin in our present world-system. It 
will not be established by any earthly military power. 
It has its origin in heaven, not in this world. 

We must therefore conclude that Jesus never en¬ 
dorsed pacifism. In fact, on one occasion He told His dis¬ 
ciples they would need weapons for self-defense after 
His return to heaven. During His last evening with 
them, He reminded them that while they were with 
Him they hadn’t needed money, provisions or weapons, 
but now things would be different. He gave them this 
warning: “But now, he that hath a purse, let him take 
it, and likewise his bag; and he that hath no sword, let 
him sell his garment, and buy one” (Luke 22:36). Al¬ 
though they misunderstood Him, He did suggest that 
they purchase a sword. Since He had previously de¬ 
clared that they were not to proclaim the gospel by the 
sword, He must have wanted them to realize that they 
might be needing it for self-defense. Jesus certainly 
was not advocating complete nonresistance. 

The pacifists receive no more biblical support from 
the writings of Paul than they do from the sayings of 
Jesus. Yet they sometimes quote this passage: “For 
though we walk in the flesh, we do not war after the 
flesh (for the weapons of our warfare are not carnal, 
but mighty through God to the pulling down of strong¬ 
holds)” (2 Corinthians 10:3,4). The next verses indicate 
that the apostle was not talking about physical war¬ 
fare, but declaring that we should bring our thoughts 
into complete submission to Christ. When we do, we can 
defeat anti-God sophistries and expressions of rebel¬ 
lion. Paul said nothing here about a war between 
nations. 

People who claim to find pacifism in Paul’s writing 
are guilty of shoddy methods of exegesis. I have before 
me an article purporting to be a study of Ephesians. 
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The writer somehow concludes that statements about 
the oneness of Jews and Gentiles in the church through 
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ actually refer to agree¬ 
ment between the capitalistic and communistic world 
powers. He claims that the “enmity” which was ended 
at the cross was the spirit of nationalism, and that the 
spiritual foes against whom we wrestle are earthly 
governments. How far theorists go in distorting the 
Scriptures to make a point for their case! 

In summary, the Bible does not support pacifism. I re¬ 
spect fellow Christians who refuse to be involved in 
combat because they are convinced that killing vio¬ 
lates the seventh commandment, but I don’t agree with 
them. They should know that the Hebrew word 
translated “kill” in Exodus 20:7 is the specific term for 
murder. It does not apply to killing in self-defense, in 
war, or in law-enforcement. They should also recognize 
that the Sermon on the Mount is addressed to loyal sub¬ 
jects of Jesus, and that it does not refer to national poli¬ 
cies or the believer’s stand in time of war. 

Pacifists who campaign for national disarmament 
are actually a divisive force in society. In addition to 
making the mistakes of the nonpolitical pacifists, they 
misunderstand the nature of the church and the es¬ 
chatology of the New Testament. Believers in this age 
are not called to be a political force. Jesus referred to us 
as a “little flock” (Luke 12:32), and Paul spoke of be¬ 
lievers in Philippians 3:20 as a community with a heav¬ 
enly citizenship. We are charged with the responsibili¬ 
ty of proclaiming God’s truth and of living “soberly, 
righteously, and godly, in this present age, looking for 
that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing of the 
great God and our Savior, Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:12,13). 

History has taught us that whenever professed fol¬ 
lowers of Christ tried to become a strong political 
power, they became more and more tainted by the very 


64 



same evils they started out to correct. Furthermore, all 
serious students of the Bible—both the a-millennialists 
and pre-millennialists—agree that we are not going to 
bring in the kingdom by our efforts. The kingdom of 
God will not become a reality until Jesus Christ re¬ 
turns. And the world will never enjoy true peace until 
it is under His direct rule. 

THE “JUST WAR” CONCEPT 
When Christians believe that a war is just, they should 
be willing to fight for their country. But I cannot en¬ 
dorse the “my country, right or wrong” philosophy. 
Most of us hold in high admiration the German people 
who refused to support Hitler’s war effort. 

It isn’t easy to define exactly what we mean by a 
“just war,” and therefore it is conceivable that some 
Christians would think one war is justified while 
others would disagree. But every believer who recog¬ 
nizes his responsibility to obey civil authority (except 
when it demands that he violate Christian principles) 
acknowledges that he has a duty to protect his nation 
from invasion by atheistic or communistic countries. 
Furthermore, there are times when a large country 
should come to the help of a small nation in danger of 
being subdued by cruel oppressors. 

Since determining whether or not a war is just is 
sometimes difficult, Christians may be lined up on both 
sides of the issue. For a believer, being killed isn’t the 
ultimate tragedy; violation of conscience is far worse. 
If we aren’t sure about a conflict, therefore, we who 
enjoy the blessings of freedom should give our leaders 
the benefit of the doubt. In any event, we have no right 
to withhold taxes because we don’t like our military 
program. Jesus didn’t approve of everything the 
Roman government did, yet He declared, “Render, 
therefore, unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s; 
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and unto God, the things that are God’s” (Matthew 
22 : 21 ). 

On some occasions a Christian may know that his 
government is using war to achieve goals that are 
clearly wrong. Some Germans during World War II, for 
example, found out what Hitler was doing to the Jews 
and began to comprehend his aims. They couldn’t sup¬ 
port the war in good conscience, and they made their 
views known, even though it put them in mortal 
danger. Some were executed. We honor them for valu¬ 
ing a clear conscience above their lives. But the issues 
are usually not as clear-cut as this. If a believer is 
unable to justify the war his country is waging (though 
other Christians take a different position), he normally 
should volunteer for a noncombatant role like the 
medics. It’s never wrong to do what you can to save 
lives. 

THE THREAT OF NUCLEAR WAR 
Before closing this chapter, let me discuss the Chris¬ 
tian’s stance toward military preparedness and nuclear 
war. Here are four propositions. (1) Military prepared¬ 
ness is an absolute imperative. (2) An all-out arms race 
could be disastrous. (3) The military-industrial com¬ 
plex is a threat to world peace. (4) The specter of nu¬ 
clear war calls us to godliness, prayer, and witnessing. 

Military preparedness is an absolute imperative. It 
seems to me that all right-thinking people should 
recognize the importance of the Western world being 
militarily strong. Liberal theologians who say that we 
should stop the production of all nuclear arms and 
reduce our military forces are not facing the commu¬ 
nist threat realistically. Senator Mark Hatfield, a 
Christian statesman who certainly is not a warmonger, 
said, “I think Christians should realize that much of 
the arms race is caused by the existence of the Soviet 
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Union and communism. That is a legitimate concern. 
There is an adversary relationship there whether we 
like it or not...” 

Military preparedness today includes both the capa¬ 
bility of awesome nuclear retaliation if an enemy 
launches a first strike and the ability to wage war with 
conventional weapons. The first is essential as a deter¬ 
rent to nuclear attack; the second is needed to stop 
international outlaws and tyrants who lead small na¬ 
tions. While the United States cannot and should not 
try to police the whole world, we must have enough 
strength to command respect when we speak out on in¬ 
ternational issues. No sane person likes the idea of war, 
but we must recognize that the atheistic communists 
who threaten mankind are not benevolent dictators. 
Marxists represent an unspeakably evil system which 
has set itself against almost everything held precious 
by freedom-loving people in the Judeo-Christian tradi¬ 
tion. Dialectical materialism reduces people to the 
level of animals. It makes them slaves of the state. No 
knowledgeable Christian should ever subscribe to the 
statement, “Better red than dead.” Military prepared¬ 
ness is therefore an absolute necessity. 

An all-out arms race could be disastrous. This second 
proposition is a call for serious efforts to obtain an 
arms-limitation agreement. Many informed people say 
that we are in a strategic time for achieving this goal. 
The Pentagon points out that we are in a position of 
“rough equivalence” with Russia on major arms. Ex¬ 
perts are divided as to which side holds the advantage, 
but all agree that both possess overkill capabilities. 
Robert C. Aldridge, whose articles on this subject have 
appeared in newspapers and magazines all over the 
world, expresses his opinion: 

Whereas the U.S.S.R. has the edge in brute strength, 

we excel in technological finesse U.S. weapons 
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are also more accurate, so we don’t need as big a 
bomb to destroy the target. That allows us to put 
more on each missile. To top off that advantage, 
more American missiles are ready to fire at any 
time, and more of them work as intended after being 

launched Whereas U.S. submarines are 

invulnerable at sea, we are close to being able to 
track every Russian submarine in the ocean so that 
an attack sub or patrol bomber can tail them and 
sink them on command. We also have a variety 
of nuclear and non-nuclear intercepters in 
development to shoot down Soviet satellites and 
missiles. In addition, killer lasers and sub atomic 
particle beams are also in the works for that purpose, 
well ahead of the U.S.S.R. ( Theology, “News and 
Notes,” March 1981, p. 13). 

A treaty that allows open inspection would not be risky 
for the Soviet Union or the United States. And the 
benefits would be highly valuable. A small portion of 
the money to be saved by reduced spending for nuclear 
weapons would help us strengthen our conventional 
military forces. Well-qualified military personnel 
would be better paid. Also, our early warning system 
could be perfected. And some of the money now going 
into exotic weapons systems could be used in a well- 
organized war on poverty. 

The Russian people are displeased with their coun¬ 
try’s warlike stance. They are terribly unhappy with 
standing in long lines for meat and other desirable 
food. They would like more creature comforts. They 
know they won’t get them, however, as long as the arms 
race continues. If we could arrive at some kind of arms 
agreement, the life of the average person in Russia 
would improve. This in turn would relieve the pressures 
that lead to war. 

Furthermore, if even a small fraction of the money 
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now being spent by the United States in the arms race 
could be used to revolutionize the agricultural situa¬ 
tion in needy countries, conditions would change tre¬ 
mendously. Every nation would have a solid food base. 
And this in turn would lessen the likelihood of their 
turning to communism. 

The military-industrial complex is a threat to world 
peace. Business profits are a huge factor in the arms 
race. The money factor, therefore, constitutes a distinct 
threat to world peace. The military contracts let out by 
the Pentagon amount to almost 50 billion dollars every 
year. Overseas arms sales add another 15 billion dollars 
annually. Furthermore, the profits on investments 
often range between 25 and 50 percent. When Presi¬ 
dent Dwight Eisenhower saw the profit factor as a 
powerful threat to peace, he warned us against the 
buildup of what became known as the “military - 
industrial complex.” Senator Hatfield has pointed out 
that “in the military we’ve had the poorest economic ef¬ 
ficiency record of any agency in the government. We’ve 
had 400-percent, 500-percent, and even 600-percent 
overruns in military contracts for equipment.... ” 

Most of us are in favor of carefully scrutinizing the 
social programs of the government to avoid waste in 
areas of education, health care, and food stamps. We 
should demand the same high standards of the mili¬ 
tary. And we should let it be known that we are ap¬ 
palled to think that young lives might be sacrificed to 
the greed of a few people who would get rich through 
the manufacture and sale of munitions. 

The specter of nuclear war calls us to godliness. We 
who are Christians should strive for international 
peace by supporting military preparedness, advocating 
nuclear arms agreements, and apprising fellow citizens 
of the place of profit in the armament race. But the 
greatest contribution we could ever make to our nation 
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and the world must come through our example, our 
praying, and our witnessing. Because God’s Word 
teaches us that He has a program for mankind, we have 
the assurance that the human race will not destroy 
itself by nuclear war. And even if we as believers were 
to be killed in this way, we wouldn’t be the losers, for we 
would be with Christ, “which” according to the apostle 
Paul, “is far better” (Philippians 1:23). With that 
blessed prospect, we can live in confidence and serenity 
in an age of nuclear threat. 

The sobering truth is that a series of atomic explo¬ 
sions could result in the sending of millions of non- 
Christians into a Christless eternity. This realization 
should drive us to prayer and witnessing. We must in¬ 
tercede for the leaders of nations. If they are conscien¬ 
tious, they can’t help but feel the tremendous weight of 
responsibility that rests upon them. Just one wrong de¬ 
cision could trigger a nuclear disaster! We should also 
pray for the effectiveness of the ministry of the gospel 
as it goes out through the local church, mission agen¬ 
cies, the printed page, radio, and television. 

Finally, we must be zealous witnesses for the Lord 
Jesus. We should proclaim the good news of salvation 
wherever we go. Unsaved people around us may never 
go to church, read Christian literature, or listen to a 
gospel broadcast. But they may be able to see Christ in 
you and hear from your lips the story of salvation. 
Show them Jesus Christ by the way you live, and tell 
them how they can be saved. 

Many believers are convinced that Christ may 
return very soon. The state of affairs in the world bears 
a striking resemblance to some of the conditions that 
prophecy says will occur in the last days. And we know 
that the coming of the Savior is imminent; that is, it 
could happen at any moment. 

Some time ago I read a little poem that goes like this: 
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We are living, we are dwelling 
In a grand and awful time, 

In an age on ages telling; 

To be living is sublime. 

Our task is to occupy till He comes! That’s really living! 
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6 . 

Human Engineering: 
Forbidden Zone? 


Science is soon going to create a new humanity! This is 
the bold prediction of some futurists. A few have sug¬ 
gested, with tongue in cheek, that man in God’s image 
could use a lot of improving. They expect that these im¬ 
provements will be made through surgical procedures, 
genetic control, and brain modification. 

The surgical procedures being proposed would only 
alter individuals, not the entire race. Some scientists, 
for example, are saying that we should develop the 
capacity to equip human beings with gills so they could 
breathe in water like fish. They see great possibilities 
for this in underwater oil drilling operations or in sea 
farming. I am not prepared to discuss whether or not 
this surgery is feasible, and I’m really not very much 
concerned about it. 

I am keenly interested and somewhat apprehensive, 
however, when I read articles and books that talk about 
(1) bringing human beings into existence by means 
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other than the marital relationship, (2) altering their 
genetic structure before birth, and (3) modifying the 
function of the human brain. These proposals raise seri¬ 
ous moral and spiritual problems that must be faced by 
the Christian world. This chapter will confront these 
issues. 

GENETIC CONTROL 

The first area we will investigate is genetic manipula¬ 
tion. These procedures are all applied before birth. We 
will consider four of them: (1) artificial insemination, 
(2) amniocentesis with abortion or genetic surgery, (3) 
in vitro fertilization, and (4) bokanovskified eggs and 
cloning. After defining each of these processes, we will 
consider their moral implications. 

Artificial insemination. This is the technique of 
gathering sperm from a male and implanting it in a 
female to cause her to become pregnant. This practice 
is common in animal husbandry, so most people are fa¬ 
miliar with it. Though the process is not yet popular 
among humans, some scientists say that in the future 
it will be an important means of human reproduction. 
They say both married and unmarried women will be 
able to go to a sperm bank to make their selection. The 
physical and psychological characteristics of the 
donor, along with his occupation, will be stated on the 
package. 

The advantages are quite obvious. Only the sperm of 
handsome, intelligent, healthy men who are free from 
genetic defects would be made available. Selective 
breeding has greatly improved the quality of farm ani¬ 
mals, and it has the same potential for raising the 
physical and intellectual levels of the human race. 
Besides, it could virtually eliminate all handicaps and 
diseases that are transmitted through hereditary 
factors. 
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If a person were to lay aside all moral and spiritual 
considerations, artificial insemination would seem 
desirable. But a Christian will place a higher value 
upon the spiritual aspects. He will be concerned about 
more than just good-looking faces, well-formed bodies, 
and brilliant minds. For several reasons, therefore, I be¬ 
lieve the use of artificial insemination among humans, 
other than by the husband and wife, is not advisable. 

It is wrong, first of all, because it undermines the im¬ 
portance and sanctity of the marriage relationship. 
True, it would not be adultery to receive the sperm of a 
man artificially. Yet a married woman, by bypassing 
her husband as the father of her child, would be mar¬ 
ring the one-flesh union God intended. And a single 
woman who lets herself be impregnated in this manner 
is stepping out of God’s intended order. The Lord de¬ 
signed the sexual relationship between a married man 
and woman as the means of propagating the human 
race. The Bible makes no provision for parenthood 
apart from the husband-wife relationship. It pictures 
parenting as both a high privilege and solemn responsi¬ 
bility, and it emphasizes the importance of the family 
as the basic unit of society. 

My second reason for frowning upon artificial in¬ 
semination is that it would probably cause the husband 
to downgrade his worth as a man. This would be espe¬ 
cially true if he had the capacity to be a father, but he 
was led to think that he shouldn’t become a parent be¬ 
cause of some undesirable genetic trait he might pass 
on to the child. Because he never would experience the 
joy of being a physical father, or of seeing himself per¬ 
petuated in the baby brought into his family, he very 
likely would have serious doubts about his self-image. 
Then too, in most cases the chances of a man transmit¬ 
ting a serious genetic defect are quite small. Besides, 
the negative effect that artificial insemination might 
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produce in the husband could create more serious prob¬ 
lems than the genetic difficulty. 

My third reason for opposing artificial insemination 
is my fear that it would damage the marriage relation¬ 
ship. The husband and wife normally have a strong 
sense of oneness while a baby is on the way and when it 
is born. They are thrilled at the thought that they pro¬ 
duced it together through their love-act. This impor¬ 
tant element is absent, however, when the wife has 
been impregnated with the sperm of an anonymous 
donor. The possibility also exists that the wife will for¬ 
mulate an imaginary picture of the man who fathered 
her child and fall in love with that mental image. These 
factors could mar the feeling of closeness that is essen¬ 
tial to a good marriage, and eventually may lead to its 
dissolution. 

When a husband’s sterility makes it impossible for 
him to become a father, or if genetic factors are a grave 
danger, the couple should then consider adopting a 
baby. It seems to me that a wife who loves her husband 
would want to take this course of action, thus sharing 
equally with him the problem caused by his sterility or 
genetic background. 

A child born through artificial insemination would 
carry hereditary traits from the mother but not from 
the legal father. The infant would be a continual remin¬ 
der to the husband that he was not really involved. This 
would not be true of an adopted child, however. He 
would belong to both parents in exactly the same way. 

Rather than producing babies through artificial in¬ 
semination while allowing thousands of women to 
abort their babies, we ought to outlaw abortion- 
on-demand and make all of these unwanted little ones 
available for adoption. If we did, no couple sincerely 
wanting children would be denied the privilege of 
parenthood. Thousands of men and women testify that 
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they love their adopted children as dearly as if they had 
come from their own bodies. Therefore, it seems illogi¬ 
cal to let the unborn be killed and then to resort to arti- 
tificial insemination to produce other lives. 

Amniocentesis with abortion or genetic surgery. This is 
another procedure used to control the unborn. The 
doctor withdraws a small amount of amniotic fluid 
from the uterus of a pregnant woman for laboratory 
examination. Genetic deficiencies can thus be detected 
long before the time of birth. 

Although the examination of this fluid doesn’t raise 
any moral problems in and of itself, ethical questions 
do arise when doctors find that the fetus is defective, 
and then advocate terminating the pregnancy. Every¬ 
thing we said against an easygoing attitude toward 
abortion applies here. 

In the relatively near future, however, doctors will 
be able to improve their skill in treating the defective 
embryo with genetic surgery. They will do this by in¬ 
troducing special enzymes and bacterial plasmids into 
the developing life to alter the genes, the element in 
the chromosomes that carries hereditary traits. 

The prospect of accomplishing this is both exciting 
and scary. The possibility of giving treatment within 
the womb to correct abnormalities appeals to everyone. 
No one likes the thought of having a mongoloid baby, a 
misshapen offspring, or an infant with a major defect. 
True, physicians and surgeons today are able to do won¬ 
ders in correcting or minimizing birth abnormalities. 
Most of the procedures they use, however, are painful 
and are only partially successful. Therefore, effective 
and safe genetic surgery would be much more prefera¬ 
ble than post-birth operations. 

But can genetic surgery be done safely? That’s the 
million-dollar question. Will the introduction of sub¬ 
stances that alter genes eliminate the desirable traits 
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as well as the defects? Nobody knows for sure. God has 
built the hereditary principle into the fabric of repro¬ 
duction. Most of us are glad for the traits we inherited 
from our forebears. Therefore, even though Christians 
who specialize in these matters are eager to eliminate 
genetic problems, they want us to move with extreme 
caution. They are not sure whether tampering with the 
hereditary factor involves entering a forbidden zone. 

In Vitro Fertilization. In this procedure, human life 
is begun in a laboratory. Sperm and ova are placed 
together in a special solution. Some of the eggs are 
fertilized and the blastocysts develop rapidly. Then the 
doctors select what appears to be the strongest cell-unit 
and implant it into the uterus of a woman who has been 
prepared for pregnancy by means of hormones. This 
procedure enables some married women with blocked 
Fallopian tubes to have babies. 

The percentage of successful implantations at pres¬ 
ent is very low. But doctors are convinced that the proc¬ 
ess will soon be greatly improved. One positive factor 
is that when the sperm and ova come from a husband 
and wife the baby is the product of their own love — 
exactly as if it had been conceived in the normal way. 

In vitro fertilization has some advantages over preg¬ 
nancies that are initiated normally or through artifi¬ 
cial insemination. In the first place, scientists can 
allow a number of blastocysts to grow in a dish, choose 
the best one, and discard the others. This gives man a 
dimension of control not possible when life is begun 
within a woman’s body. Then too, it is much easier to 
manipulate the genes of the blastocyst in a laboratory 
environment than in a womb. 

Some people object to this procedure because they in¬ 
terpret the selection of one blastocyst and disposal of 
the others as indicating a low view of human life. They 
contend that each blastocyst is a potential person. 
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They are appalled at the thought of choosing one and 
throwing the others away. Although they realize that a 
selection process also occurs within a woman’s body, 
they view that as an act of God rather than a decision 
by a mere creature. But I don’t think we can say that 
each cell-unit in the laboratory dish is a real person. 
I agree with the many Christian doctors who say 
human life begins when the blastocyst becomes im¬ 
planted on the wall of the uterus and starts to receive 
nourishment. 

I view in vitro fertilization as an acceptable proce¬ 
dure when the sperm and ova come from husband and 
wife, and when the blastocyst is implanted in the 
uterus of the real mother. However, I see serious moral 
and spiritual problems when we start thinking about 
“rented wombs.” A husband and wife who want their 
own flesh-and-blood child without the hassle of 
pregnancy could pay some woman a fee for giving it 
birth. She could carry the developing child without con¬ 
tributing anything to its genetic qualities. Using this 
method, women who are very rich or who are active in a 
career could produce their own children without the in¬ 
convenience and discomfort of pregnancy. 

One reason I object to the idea of “rented wombs” is 
my conviction that physical motherhood should include 
carrying and providing nourishment for the developing 
fetus. This is an important element in the preparation 
of a woman for her new role. She feels a warm attach¬ 
ment toward her baby during the time it is growing 
within her. Therefore, the woman who pays someone 
else to bear her child is cheating herself out of an ex¬ 
perience God intended for her to have. 

Furthermore, I don’t think this process is fair to the 
woman who provides her uterus for the other lady’s 
baby. If she is a sensitive person who responds to her 
maternal instinct, she’s not going to have an easy time 
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relinquishing the little one. A woman who could do this 
without emotion may have hardened herself to the 
point that she is without “natural affection.” Newspa¬ 
pers are already reporting instances in which women 
carried and gave birth to babies that genetically be¬ 
longed to other parents, and then wanted to keep them. 
Battles are currently being waged in the courts over 
this very issue. Therefore, though I see nothing amiss 
with in vitro fertilization when it is completely a 
husband-and-wife matter, I believe it is wrong in all 
other cases. 

Bokanovskified eggs. This is a fertilized ovum that 
has been treated so that it divides into buds, each 
becoming a single life. This process makes it possible to 
produce a large number of creatures exactly alike in 
every genetic detail. For example, 96 identical eggs 
could be planted in wombs, and each baby born would 
be exactly like the other 95. Some futurists have 
referred to this possibility in glowing terms. Think of 
it, they say, 96 identical people working at 96 identical 
jobs! What efficiency! 

As a Christian, however, I see this as only one side of 
the issue. When applied to humans, this procedure 
raises serious questions. It would be all right if we were 
animals. Ninety-six identical dogs would be no prob¬ 
lem. They wouldn’t be able to recognize that they were 
exactly like the others. But it’s different with people. 
No person would like to think of himself as having been 
manipulated into existence to serve a purpose planned 
by another mortal. Each person from such an egg 
would still be a distinct individual, and each would 
want to express his own uniqueness. They would very 
likely resent and resist standardization. Besides, no 
two of these persons would be exposed to exactly the 
same environmental factors. Nor would each respond 
to his surroundings exactly like any of the others. 
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In summary, a group of people brought into the world 
like cars off a production line would probably be re¬ 
sentful, confused, and unhappy. And I couldn’t blame 
them! 

Cloning. This is the procedure by which the nucleus 
of tissue taken from an adult is substituted for the nu¬ 
cleus in a fertilized egg. The egg continues developing 
without interruption, but the result is a carbon copy of 
the adult from whom the tissue is taken. 

Cloning is being practiced successfully with lower 
forms of life right now, and scientists believe that in 
the relatively near future they will be able to carry it 
out on human beings. Some are highly enthusiastic 
about the prospect of what they will be able to do. If 
they encounter a 250-pound, 6-foot-5-inch football 
player who can run a hundred yards in 9 seconds, they 
could reproduce him by the dozen. They could do the 
same thing with brilliant scientists, talented artists, or 
financial geniuses. 

I believe it would be wrong to clone humans. Who 
wants to be a carbon copy? Besides, this procedure se¬ 
riously tampers with God’s method of reproduction. It 
completely bypasses the genetic factors the Lord has 
built into the reproductive process. Then too, who 
knows whether or not the new individual would want to 
follow the exact steps of the person from whom he had 
been cloned? One thing is certain: the new individual 
couldn’t possibly grow up in the same environment as 
his counterparts. 

Every thinking, reasoning, choosing human being 
wants to make his own choices. A cloned reproduction 
of a great athlete may grow up into the same physical 
specimen as his “parent,” but he might hate sports and 
love music. Chances are that most cloned people would 
be so confused, so frustrated, and so angry that they 
would spend their lives under psychiatric care as bur- 
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dens upon society. Therefore, all efforts to produce 
carbon-copy people should be condemned as morally 
wrong, highly impractical, and extremely dangerous. 

In expressing a dim view of artificial insemination, 
amniocentesis, in vitro fertilization, bokanovskified 
eggs, and cloning, I may have given the impression 
that I’m against all scientific progress in the area of 
genetics. But that’s not so! We ought to be thankful, for 
example, for the research being done with recombinant 
DNA. Dr. J. W. Haas, Jr., a chemistry professor at 
Gordon College, points out that the experiments in this 
field “offer the possibility for developing new or cheap¬ 
er antibiotics, nitrogen-fixing plants, and micro¬ 
organisms to clean up oil spills.” 

It’s not wrong for scientists to probe the mysteries of 
life, heredity, and related matters. Acquiring new 
knowledge should never be viewed as undesirable. In 
fact, it’s a necessary step in the fulfillment of man’s re¬ 
sponsibility to exercise dominion over the earth, as 
commanded by God in Genesis 1:26-31. We therefore 
don’t want to downgrade the advances of science in the 
area of genetics. Instead, we should examine each 
proposal in the light of the Scriptures so that we can 
use the knowledge to glorify God and benefit the 
human race. 

BRAIN MODIFICATION 

A second major area of human engineering is brain 
modification. Through psychosurgery, psychological 
techniques, mood-controlling drugs, or electrical im¬ 
pulses, scientists can exercise a great deal of control 
over the way people think, feel, and behave. Let’s take 
a brief, nontechnical look at each of these methods of 
brain modification, discussing their moral, spiritual, 
and theological implications. 

Psychosurgery. Doctors know the specific functions 
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of many portions of the human brain. Because they do, 
they can now perform surgery that destroys those parts 
thought to be the source of undesirable behavior or 
harmful mental attitudes. A few years ago this proce¬ 
dure appeared to offer tremendous promise for the 
treatment of pathologically violent and aggressive 
criminals. But it never really cured these people of 
their tendency toward violence. Psychosurgery has 
helped some people achieve a more calm emotional 
state, but that’s about all. It isn’t being done very much 
at the present time. 

The fact that most doctors now admit that the brain 
doesn’t account for every element of human thought 
and behavior is significant to the Christian. A promi¬ 
nent French neurosurgeon, who makes no claim to be a 
believer, declared that he is profoundly convinced that 
man is more than just a physical machine. He main¬ 
tains that every person apparently has a nonmaterial 
element which transcends the physical. He doesn’t care 
whether w'e refer to the spiritual entity as “soul,” 
“spirit,” or “mind,” but he says it is real. We therefore 
believe that the surgeon’s scalpel or laser has limita¬ 
tions because it cannot touch the nonphysical part of 
man. 

Drugs. Mood-controlling drugs are far more effective 
than psychosurgery in modifying human behavior. 
When properly administered, they are of tremendous 
help to many people. Parents of brain damaged chil¬ 
dren will testify to the amazing benefits of these med¬ 
ications. Tranquilizers and antidepressants have 
brought great freedom to mental patients who formerly 
required physical restraints. They have largely elim¬ 
inated the need for shock therapy. In fact, some people 
who would have been institutionalized a few years ago 
can now function normally when taking these drugs 
under the watchful eye of a physician. 
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Although these medicines bring help to many pa¬ 
tients who are using them wisely, they are harmful to 
people who take too many or become too dependent 
upon them. Some folks swallow a pill every time they 
confront a severe problem or crisis. Instead of getting 
at the root of their difficulty, they “cop out” like an al¬ 
coholic. As a result, they develop a dependency on 
drugs that keeps them from becoming what they ought 
to be. 

Another problem connected with the use of mood¬ 
controlling drugs relates to children who are classified 
as being hyperkinetic. These medicines usually “slow 
down” such youngsters, and in some cases they provide 
good therapy. But they can also become crutches—poor 
substitutes for a program of patient counseling and 
wise discipline. Drugs offer adults an easy method of 
keeping overactive children under control, but they do 
little else for the youngsters themselves. 

Finally, the use of these drugs may infringe upon the 
unique nature of humans as thinking and volitional 
beings. Apart from a few persons who are extremely 
retarded or brain-damaged, everyone has an element 
of personal freedom and individual responsibility. 
Although hereditary and environmental factors have a 
programming effect upon people, everybody makes 
choices when dealing with life’s problems and possi¬ 
bilities. Therefore, it is wrong to bring a person into a 
drug-induced euphoric state that inhibits his ability to 
function as a thinking and choosing human being. It 
denies that person the privilege of using and develop¬ 
ing an essential, God-given element of his humanity, 
and that’s wrong! 

Psychological Techniques. Thought patterns and 
behavior can also be altered through psychological con¬ 
ditioning. Most of us have read about brainwashing 
political prisoners and deprogramming young people 
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who have been taken in by bizarre religious cults. 
We’ve also heard about mind control through biofeed¬ 
back and hypnosis. Now let’s look at these methods of 
psychological conditioning. 

One of the most important psychological techniques 
is information control. It may be seen in our education¬ 
al system and the mass media. Newspapers, magazines, 
and television powerfully influence the public to 
accept behavior that flatly opposes biblical principles 
long accepted in our society. For example, when televi¬ 
sion writers and producers present nice people living 
together without marriage in one program after anoth¬ 
er, they lead large segments of the public to tacit ap¬ 
proval of this unbiblical lifestyle. The natural aversion 
of most people to homosexual practices is also being 
broken down. This is done through the consistent 
presentation of homosexuals as noble and kind indi¬ 
viduals who are being mistreated by traditionalists. 
Yes, leaders in the entertainment media can exercise 
awesome influence over the way people think. 

Closely linked with information control is condition¬ 
ing. If the leaders in education and entertainment 
want to make vulgarity and profanity acceptable to 
the public, they gradually get folks accustomed to 
mildly profane and off-color terms. When these expres¬ 
sions no longer produce a shocking effect, they grad¬ 
uate to slightly more offensive expressions. This same 
procedure is followed to get the public to accept increas¬ 
ingly explicit sexual scenes in movies or on television. 
In this manner, people are conditioned through a grad¬ 
ual process. 

A third psychological technique is brainwashing. 
This is a complex combination of information control, 
conditioning, and varying degrees of compulsion or 
coercion. Experts at this procedure have achieved 
astonishing alterations in the thought patterns of cer- 
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tain people. American prisoners of war, for example, 
have been convinced by the enemy that the United 
States is an imperialist monster and that the commu¬ 
nist nations are the saviors of humanity. Fortunately, 
it appears that these changes in thinking are usually 
temporary. When prisoners are released from the con¬ 
trolled environment where the brainwashing took 
place, they normally return to their original views. 

Biofeedback is another method of mood-control and 
behavior modification. The patient is connected with 
electrodes, and a machine registers his heart and respi¬ 
ration rates and even his brainwaves —flashing the 
numbers and graphs before his eyes. Through concen¬ 
tration he learns how to exercise some control over 
them. No one knows how much value this technique 
may have, but I don’t think it raises any serious moral 
or spiritual issues. 

Finally, some psychiatrists and psychologists are 
using hypnosis to treat anxious or disturbed patients. 
Through the monotonous repetition of words and ges¬ 
tures while the subject is completely relaxed, they 
induce a condition superficially resembling sleep. In a 
hypnotic state, a troubled person is induced to recall 
events buried deep in the subconscious. When he brings 
them to the attention of the doctor or psychologist, he 
can help the patient return to normal. Hypnosis has 
also been helpful with some amnesia victims. Experts 
generally agree that although certain folks in a 
hypnotic state may be induced to follow rather bizarre 
instructions or to endure painful conditions, they will 
not act contrary to their moral convictions. Therefore, 
I see no reason for looking upon this practice as wrong 
when used by professional people of integrity. 

Some television programs, pornographic magazines, 
and lurid paperbacks have a far greater influence upon 
human beings than brainwashing, biofeedback, or 
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hypnosis. Christians who want their thoughts and ac¬ 
tions to conform to the will of God must avoid becoming 
addicted to the bill of fare offered by our world-system. 
A large share of our mental input should come from the 
Bible, from books written by believers, and from the 
ministry of God’s servants in local churches and Chris¬ 
tian organizations. The knowledge of God as He is 
revealed in His Word is the best antidote to the poison 
that comes to us from a world-system under the control 
of forces bent upon our spiritual ruin. 

Electrical stimulation of the brain. Still another 
method of brain modification is through electrical im¬ 
pulses. Scientists have learned how to place electrodes 
in specific sections of the brain and stimulate them 
with a mild charge. This technique has produced inter¬ 
esting, even spectacular results in animals. The region 
of the brain known as the hypothalamus contains the 
pleasure and punishment centers. By stimulating one 
spot in this region, scientists can make an animal 
become enraged, and by stimulating another they can 
cause it to give indications of extreme happiness and 
contentment. Animals, interestingly enough, seem to 
like good feelings. When experimenters have left the 
control button for pleasurable sensations in the cage, 
some monkeys and rats have gone to it immediately. 

Jose Delgado, famous for his experiments in this 
field, has placed electrodes in monkeys, given them a 5- 
second charge, and then predicted each step they would 
take in a lengthy series of actions. To demonstrate his 
confidence in this procedure, he once went into a ring 
with a large bull, stimulated the area of the brain 
which caused the beast to charge at him with fury, 
stood his ground, and then dramatically stopped the 
bull by pushing another button. 

Electrical stimulation of the brain undoubtedly has 
some value in improving the mood of schizophrenics 
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and in keeping some epileptics from having seizures. 
However, it holds frightening possibilities when used 
wrongly. Think of what it could do to some human 
beings. They would spend their time pushing a button 
to feel good rather than getting at the root of their prob¬ 
lems. No matter how many mistakes or wrong choices 
they made, they could maintain pleasurable feelings 
artificially. Can you imagine anything more dehu¬ 
manizing—or dangerous? By this process a murderer 
could totally avoid the psychological consequences of 
his guilt. 

In summary, each of these four methods of brain 
modification contains elements of value. Psychosur¬ 
gery is a valid means of calming persons with patholog¬ 
ical tendencies. Mood-controlling drugs are effective 
when properly used. Information control and condition¬ 
ing can serve good purposes. Electrical stimulation 
does help to treat schizophrenics and keep epileptics 
from having seizures. 

Yet all of these methods of brain modification carry 
an element of danger. They can become crutches of 
dependence. They can take away the realization from 
normal individuals that they are responsible to make 
choices. No believer in Christ will develop spiritually if 
he relies on any of these aids instead of prayer, Bible 
study, and obedience. For example, if a Christian man 
has a difficult time with sexual lust or a violent 
temper, he should not seek a “cure” through surgery, 
drugs, or electrical impulses. Instead, he must acknowl¬ 
edge that these evils are in his life, confess them, 
submit to the Holy Spirit, and overcome them through 
the spiritual resources God has placed at his disposal. 

CONCLUSION 

Research into genetic control and brain modification 
has great potential for good. New knowledge may bring 
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about tremendous improvements to mankind. It may 
greatly lessen the number of people born with birth 
defects, and it may eliminate some illnesses. Therefore, 
we should not take a negative attitude toward all re¬ 
search in this field. On the other hand, we must be 
keenly aware of the dangers involved. And we must es¬ 
tablish firm biblical guidelines for applying this knowl¬ 
edge to the benefit of mankind and the glory of God. 

It seems to me that these scriptural guidelines will 
revolve around two basic Christian principles: (1) the 
sacredness of marriage, and (2) the dignity of humans 
as the image-bearers of God. We must never favor any 
procedure that seeks to overcome genetic problems at 
the expense of the sacred husband-wife relationship. 
We must never accept any process that denies people 
the freedom to think logically and to make moral 
choices. Apart from the husband-wife relationship, all 
efforts to engineer people into existence must be resist¬ 
ed. Every technique that treats man as a mere machine 
must be rejected. 
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Epilog 

If you have read all that precedes this epilog, you know 
that I believe in God and consider the Bible to be His 
word of revelation. Chances are you agree. You proba¬ 
bly take the same approach I do to the matters of life 
and death we’ve been discussing in this book. 

Anyone who scoffs at the concept of a personal God 
and ridicules the Bible would have stopped reading this 
book long ago. He would have closed it after a few 
pages, saying that my treatment of abortion, suicide, 
euthanasia, capital punishment, war, and human engi¬ 
neering is based upon a naive, simplistic, and outdated 
philosophy of life. 

I do not believe that one must be anti-intellectual to 
be a Christian. In fact, I am convinced that the biblical 
approach to life and reality makes excellent sense. It’s 
far more reasonable and well-founded than that of the 
secular humanists, who are so profoundly influencing 
our educators and entertainers today. To help you see 
this, let’s look at the view of mankind upon which the 
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humanist bases his approach to matters of life and 
death. Then let’s explore the biblical view of man, upon 
which believers in Christ construct their ethical 
system. 

MAN-ANIMAL OR MACHINE? 

Most secular thinkers today deny the personhood of 
man. Sometimes they insist that we are nothing more 
than animals, and at other times they declare that we 
should be looked upon as complex computers. They con¬ 
sider us to be the most highly developed product of 
blind evolution. Some say we are an unfortunate acci¬ 
dent, in that we have somehow developed an intelli¬ 
gence which makes it painful for us to admit that our 
lives are without meaning or purpose. 

Humanistic philosophers are sometimes very blunt 
in expressing their low view of mankind. Max Scheler, 
a non-Christian German writer, declared, “Between an 
intelligent monkey and an Edison, merely a technical 
intelligence, only a difference of degree exists.” 

Henry Miller, vice-chancellor of Newcastle Univer¬ 
sity, defined man as “an enormously intelligent and 
intellectually agile animal.” B. F. Skinner, whose 
writings have made a great impact in the educational 
world, sees us as a bundle of “conditioned reflexes.” Al¬ 
though he occasionally mentions genetic or hereditary 
factors, he usually pictures every person coming into 
the world as an empty computer. We are then gradually 
programmed by outside factors to behave as we do. 

These men insist that if we think we make free 
choices, we are actually kidding ourselves. They insist 
that we never do—not even when we go into a restau¬ 
rant and select a dinner from the menu. They say we 
only think we are choosing. When we make our selec¬ 
tion, we are carrying out what has been previously pro¬ 
grammed into us. Consequently, they declare that a 
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mugger who knocks down an elderly lady and flees 
with her purse hasn’t done this by deliberate choice. He 
has been programmed to act in this way. 

Now, perhaps you have already seen where this kind 
of thinking takes us. It has led some criminologists to 
say that we should never punish anybody for breaking 
the law. They acknowledge that prisons are necessary 
for the protection of society, but they don’t think any¬ 
body should have to pay a penalty for a crime. When 
one views human beings as mere programmed ma¬ 
chines, this is the only conclusion possible. 

The Bible contradicts this way of thinking, as we 
shall discuss a little later. I want to point out the logical 
inconsistency of the programmed view of man. It just 
doesn’t square with reality. 

The person who says our behavior is entirely dictated 
by environment is dismayed to discover that he can’t 
carry out his hypothesis in practice. He himself thinks 
and chooses all during his waking hours. All of us do. 
True, we have been shaped to some degree by heredi¬ 
tary factors, and we are influenced by our environment. 
But we still make choices, and some of them are strong 
enough to lift us to a higher level of life or to drag us 
down to degradation. We warn our children to avoid 
dangerous places and practices, because we are con¬ 
vinced that they are intelligent enough to understand 
what we are saying and sensible enough to take heed. 
In fact, all society operates on the assumption that we 
are responsible moral beings. That’s why we have laws, 
policemen, judges, and prisons. 

Years ago, the philosopher Kant built an elaborate 
logical case to show that we are responsible moral 
beings. He went to great lengths to prove that our 
minds can take in outside information, organize it, 
evaluate it, and then use it as the basis of a reasonable 
choice. Most people don’t need to study philosophy, 
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however, to be convinced that we are persons who can 
think and choose. They know they do it every day. 

The idea that we are animals operating purely by in¬ 
stinct is contradicted by two factors: (1) the pattern of 
everyday life, and (2) the wide gap which separates 
humans and animals. We are superior to the creatures 
in many ways. It shows up clearly in our development 
of language and literature, our tremendous mathe¬ 
matical and technological advances, our talent for sym¬ 
bolic and conceptual thought, our religious longings 
and aspirations, and our awareness of moral laws that 
transcend us. The likenesses between us and animals 
are superficial; the differences are fundamental. 

Some secularists are impressed by the fact that a few 
animal trainers are reporting a bit of success in teach¬ 
ing young chimpanzees to use language. Actually, this 
is a tribute to the ingenuity of the trainer more than 
the intelligence of the chimp. It does nothing to close 
the gap between man and animal. What separates us is 
the fact that they cannot reflect upon God, conceive of 
eternity, think upon moral law, or consider their re¬ 
sponsibility toward it. 

Because secular humanists see man as having little 
significance, they take a permissive attitude toward 
sexual morality, abortion, euthanasia, and suicide. One 
of their number, D. H. Lawrence, even speaks of man¬ 
kind as “the mistake of creation.” They are also loath 
to punish wrongdoers because they don’t look upon 
men and women as responsible moral beings. Instead, 
they insist that, as part of nature, we are animals 
operating on built-in instincts or as small computers 
that can only respond to what is fed into us from the 
outside. In actual life, however, they violate their own 
theories daily. Few of them can look at their children 
and think of them as nothings. They make choices all 
the time. They live in a society that could not function 
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without rules, or without rewards and punishments. 
Their entire system of thought simply does not square 
with reality. 

BEARER OF GOD’S IMAGE 

Christians insist, to the contrary, that man is the 
image-bearer of God, the crown of creation. There are 
two practical implications of this view. First, it makes 
us responsible beings and co-workers with God. Second, 
it implies that we are incomplete and unfulfilled until 
we know God as our Heavenly Father. 

Responsible co-workers with God. As the image- 
bearers of God, we are responsible persons. We are also 
the Lord’s vice-regents on planet earth. Notice how our 
unique creation and our responsibility are linked 
together in the first chapter of Genesis. 

And God said, Let Us make man in Our image, after 
Our likeness; and let them have dominion over the 
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over 
the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every 
creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 

So God created man in His own image, in the 
image of God created He him; male and female 
created He them. 

And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue 
it; and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and 
over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing 
that moveth upon the earth (Genesis 1:26-28). 

In making man the crown of His creation, God gave 
him the responsibility to exercise dominion over the 
earth. This means that he is to utilize the elements of 
nature, which are now under the curse because of sin, 
to better the lot of his fellowman and to bring glory to 
his Maker. 

The fact that we were made as morally responsible 
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beings is further evidenced in the temptation account 
related in Genesis 3. God placed a tree in the garden of 
Eden which bore fruit that looked delicious. He then 
told Adam and Eve that they were not to eat of it. In so 
doing, He confronted our first parents with a moral 
choice. They could obey Him, or they could disobey. 
After they chose to disobey and eat of the fruit, He 
came to them, pronounced His judgment upon them, 
promised them a Redeemer, and provided a way of for¬ 
giveness and restoration through animal sacrifice. In 
all of this, He continued to treat Adam and Eve as re¬ 
sponsible moral beings. Man had fallen, but he still 
bore God’s image. He could still choose between good 
and evil. 

All through the Scriptures, from Genesis through 
Revelation, we observe God issuing commands, ex¬ 
pressing prohibitions, declaring penalties, offering 
rewards, punishing disobedience, and honoring those 
who honored Him. 

Since we are responsible moral creatures to whom 
God has revealed His will, we are obligated to know 
what He wants us to do—and then to do it. That’s why 
Christians cannot think only in terms of what seems 
practical or expedient. We cannot allow ourselves to be 
influenced by the pragmatic thinking of people who 
have no concept of our worth, or of our responsibility as 
the image-bearers of God. It stands to reason that on 
matters such as abortion we are not going to see eye- 
to-eye with people who think of us as mere animals or 
machines. 

Children of God. Our creation in the image of God 
also implies that we were made to have fellowship with 
Him in a filial relationship. The words “Let Us make 
man in Our own image, after Our likeness” (Genesis 
1:26) carry a tender feeling. They show us that the 
triune God created Adam and Eve so that He could es- 
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tablish a loving relationship with them. The fact that 
the Lord entered the garden to converse with Adam 
and Eve indicates that He had enjoyed their fellowship 
before. But after their disobedience our first parents 
hid because they realized that their transgression had 
alienated them from God. Nevertheless, the Lord treat¬ 
ed them as worthwhile beings, even promising them 
eventual victory through the “seed of the woman” and 
providing animal skins to cover their shame. 

The story of the prodigal son recorded in Luke 15 pic¬ 
tures the experience of the whole human race. We were 
made to enjoy fellowship with God and to live with Him 
forever, but through sin we estranged ourselves from 
Him. By nature we live in a far country where we try to 
find satisfaction with the husks that the world offers. 
All the while, however, like the prodigal’s father, God 
loves us and longs for us. Through the awesome price of 
Calvary He made provision for our salvation. Through 
the message of the gospel and the working of the Holy 
Spirit, He shows us our lostness and appeals to us to 
come back home. Those of us who have heeded His invi¬ 
tation are now back in the Father’s house, forgiven and 
restored. 

How about you? Have you responded to the message 
of grace? You may believe in the existence of God and 
realize deep within your heart that life is sacred—and 
yet not truly know your Maker. You may agree with 
almost everything I’ve said about abortion, suicide, 
and other matters of life and death, and yet be a strang¬ 
er to God. If so, I urge you to acknowledge your lostness. 
Tell God that you believe Jesus Christ died for your 
sins. Then trust Him. Believe this promise: 

Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that heareth My 
word, and believeth on Him that sent Me, hath 
everlasting life, and shall not come into judgment, 
but is passed from death unto life (John 5:24). 
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When you accept Jesus Christ, you become a member of 
God’s family and possess everlasting life. Do so right 
now. Then start reading the Bible, praying, and attend¬ 
ing a Bible-preaching church. Later, maybe some 
months from now, read this book again. It will mean 
much more to you than it did the first time because 
you’ll be reading it as a member of God’s redeemed 
family. 
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Death 

That’s what this book is all about. Technological 
advances and dramatic changes in society are forcing 
Christians to take a fresh look at what the Bible 
teaches about the value of human life and the moral 
rightness of practices commonly accepted today. This 
book applies the teaching of the Bible to such key 
issues as: 

• Abortion 

• Genetic Engineering 

• Capital Punishment 

• Euthanasia 

• Suicide 

As a believer living in a fast-changing world, you will 
benefit from the insights and biblical instruction in 
this book. It will help you see more clearly that the 
Bible is relevant for our times. It will also show you 
that obeying its abiding truths is the way to true 
happiness. 
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